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Statutory orders and notifications issued by tbe Ministries of the Government of India 
(other than the Ministry of Defence) and by Central Authorities (other than the 

Administration of Union Territories). 


ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 13 th June 1972 

S.O. 2686. — In pursuance of section 106 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the Judgement daled 
the 16th May, 1972 by the High Court of Judicature 
at Patna in Election Petition No. 3 of 1971. 

Election Petition No. 3 of 1971 

In the matter of an application under sections 80-A 
and 81 ef the Representation of the People Act, 1951. 
Shri Sita Ram Keshri —Petitioner. 

Versus 

Sri Ghyaneshwar Prasad Yadav — Respondent. 

For the petitioner. — M/s. K. P. Verma and Kamla 
Kant Prasad. 

For the Respondent. — M/s. Thakur Prasad and 
Rajni Kant Choudhary. 

The 16th May, 1972 

Present: 

The Hon’ble Mr. Justice C. P. Sinha. 

C P. Sinha. J. 

Th;-, election petition, under sections 80-A and 31 
of the Representation of the People Act. 1951 (here- 
of! -r rc f f"”'ed to as the Act), has been filed by the 


defeated candidate Sri Sita Ram Keshri, who is at 
present a member of the Rajya Sabha, to declare the 
election of the returned candidate Sri Gyaneshwar 
Prasad Yadav (Respondent) void. This election per- 
tains to 23-Katihar Parliamentary Constituency 
comnrising of six assembly constituencies, namely 
Manihari, Katihar, Korha and Rarari in the district 
of Purnea and Gopalpur and Bihpur of Bhagalpur 
district. 

2. As per Election Commission’s programme for this 
election, nomination papers were to be filed between 
?9!h .^Tanvary 197' to 3"d Februarv '971 and tbe poll, 
if n£cessa\y. ‘was to take place on 5th March 1971. The 

Amounting of ballot papers were to be done on 10th 
March 19^1 and the result declared on 11th March 
1971 To pursuance of thi- programme. 13 candidates, 
including this netitioner and respondent, filed their 
nominations. Two of them, however, subsequently 
withdrew leaving 11 contestants in the field. The 
netitioner was the candidate of the Ruling Congress 
Party (as then known) and the respondent repre- 
sented the Jan Sangh Partv. The poll, in due course, 
took niece on 5th March 1971 and ballots were counted 
on 10th Mnrc>> 1971. Tn that counting, respondent 
secured the highest votes numberifig 96,422 ageist 
the petitioner’s who was his nearest^ rxvaT, securing 
83,533 votes. This gave him (respondent) a lead of 
12 889 votes ov°r bin ("petitioner) and, accordingly, 
he (respondent' was declared elected. During this 
counting 11 314 vot°s had been rejected, 

3. The petit: has challenged this e'ct' ' 1 of the 

respondent as being void on the ground of corrupt 
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practices envisaged in section 123 of the Act on the 
following allegations. The respondent, his agents 
and workers had got printed and distributed (at places 
read over) two leaflets of the nature of Annexures 1 
and 2 to this election petition (since exhibited in the 
case as Exts. 2/d and 2/c, respectively) just before 
the poll day, i.e., on 4th March 1971, among the Hindu 
vo'ters of several villages, as enumerated in Schedule 
T to the election petition, In the first pamphlet, which 
was entitled “Naugachhia Aur Gopalpur Ke Janta Ko 
Naam-Is thana Ka Pratyak Pragatishil Vichar Rak- 
hana walon Se Namra Nivedn", It was inter alia 
stated that on 1st March 1971 Baba Baldyanath, to 
whom the Hindus are religiously devoted, had given a 
command in dream to Sardar Panda that his deciples 
had to suffer a lot in the regime of Indraji and it was 
Jan Sangh which always stood for and lighted the 
flame for cows, Brahmins and religion, and, accord- 
ingly, whoseover violated His command by not 
voting for Jan Sangh would lose every member of his 
family as to leave none in the family to light a lamp 
in that house. While distributing this leaflet, the 
respondent, his agents and workers with his consent 
by explaining its contents and by making oral appeal 
among those Hindu voters on the ground of religion, 
made them believe about the truth of those contents 
as also their oral appeal so that unless they voted for 
his (respondent) they would make themselves object 
of divine displeasure. 

4. In the same way, on that day, Le., 4th March 
1971, the respondent, his agents and workers with 
his consent had got the above other leaflet (annexure 
2) entitled, “Chunao Nahi Aandhi hai Doshi Indra 
Gandhi Hai’’ distributed among the Hindu voters 
along with the first leaflet (annexure 1) In those 
villages of schedule 1. In this leaflet (annexure 2) 
it was amongst others alleged that' the Ramayan, 
which is a holy book of Hindus, was burnt and the 
Idol of Ram, to whom the Hindus are religiously very 
much devoted, had been given shoe beating by ' those 
who are in league with the Congress Party and its 
leader Indira Gandhi and by this means they created 
a feeling of hatred and enmity between the petitioner 
and his party, on one hand, and the Hindu voters on 
the other, arousing their religious feelings for secur- 
ing votes. 

5. As a result of the aforesaid distribution of leaf- 
lets and oral appeals in the name of religion and dnine 
displeasure as also promotion of feeling of hatred and 
enmity as above, just on the eve of the poll, the p-’ti- 
tioner’s election prospect was very much damaged 
and they clearly constituted corrupt practices on the 
part of the respondent under section 123 of the Act. 

6. Not being satisfied with the above corrupt prac- 
tices, the respondent, his agents and workers with his 
consent also indulged in further corrupt practice of 
undue influence at the time of noil 5th March, 1971 
at and near several polling booths by not allowing a 
large number of voters, who were inclined to vote for 
the petitioner. They with the help of lathials and 
criminals terrorised and restrained the voters, parti- 
cularly of the weaker section like, Muslims. Harljans 
and backwards from reaching the booths as detailed in 
Schedule 2 of the election petition. With the help of 
those undesirable elements they also controlled several 
booths and forcibly snatched a large number of unsign- 
ed ballot papers from the Presiding Officers and put 
them into ballot boxes, after having stamned them in 
favour of the resnondent. They had also snatched 
votes from hands of some voters and threw them out. 
In haste. The respondent was further disqualified 
under section 9A of the Act, because of his having 
subsisting contract in course of his trade and business 
with the appropriate Government for supply of goods 
and execution of works undertaken by that Govern- 
ment. at the time of his nomination and subsequently. 

7. The respondent, in his written statement, has 
seriously refuted the allegations of corrupt practices 
as made in the election Petition against him, his agents 
and workers and has characterised them all as false, 


mischievious and baseless. He has emphatically denied 
the printing, publication and distribution of the leaf- 
lets (annexure 1) by himself, his agents or workers 
with his consent. He has alleged that he was quite 
in dark about the existence of any such pamphlet till 
he had been served with a copy of this election petition. 
After receiving that copy, he made enquiries in the 
villages concerned of schedule 1 and learnt that no 
such pamphlet had been distributed in those villages 
on 4th March, 1971 and as such there was no question 
of Hindu voters being influenced in his favour against 
the petitioner on this account. Raghunandan Sao. 
whom the petitioner has described in schedule 1 10 
be associated with respondent in the printing and dis- 
tribution of this pamphlet (annexure 1) was never 
his (respondent’s) worker or agent nor a member of the 
Jan Sangh Party and that (Raghunandan Sao) had 
never worked for the respondent in the election. The 
respondent had never visited any of the villages of 
schedule 1 on 4th March, 1971 because from 1st March, 
1971 to 4th March, 1971 he had been touring the Kati- 
har, Korha and Barari constituencies and returned to 
his village Narainpur on the morning of 5th March, 
1971 to cast his vote. He suspects that this leaflet had 
been brought Into exlstance with mischievious design 
for the purpose of this election case. 

8. As regards the other leaflet to the election peti- 
tion (annexure 2), his assertion in the written state- 
ment is that he or his agents had nothing to do with 
its printing or publication nor they had ever got them 
distributed in the villages concerned along with ihe 
leaflet (annexure 1) as alleged by the petitioner. He 
had given strict orders to his agents and workers not 
to publish any pamphlet or leaflet unless he had per- 
used and scrutinised their contents and accorded his 
consent to their printing and publication and if anv 
unathorised and over zealous person had got this leaf- 
let (annexure 2) printed contrary to his orders and 
without his consent or knowledge' he was in no way 
responsible for it. Morever, as a perusal of this pam- 
phlet (annexure 2) will show, it is a general criticism 
of the policy and actions of the Prime Minister Indira 
Gandhi and her Government without in any way cast- 
ing reflections on the character, integrity, personal 
life or political activity of the petitioner. Further 
more, the relevant paragraph relating to Ramayan and 
Ram was a criticism of the action of the political party 
Dravida Munnetra Karzham (DMK) in Madras and 
also of Srlmati Indira Gandhi for aligning with that 
party of Madras which had nothing to do with Bihar. 
Accordingly, there was no question of preaching any 
hatred or enmity between the petitioner and Hindu 
voters on Its basis and it could in no circumstances 
come within the mischief of section 123 of the Act. 

9. The respondent has also emphatically denied the 
use of any force to control the polling booths as also 
snatching of votes from the Presiding Officers or voters 
and casting them in his (respondent’s) favour. His 
denial is equally strong in respect of the allegation, 
as made in the election netition, regarding the preven- 
tion of voters from casting their votes as detailed in 
schedule 2 of the election petition by him or by his 
agents or workers with his consent. He has further 
asserted that there could be no question of any such un- 
authorised interference with the free exercise of fran- 
chise by those voters because there was sufficient securi- 
ty arrangement on all the polling booths concerned to 
ensure smooth and peaceful polling. The respondent 
believes that the Muslim votes of the locality had gone 
in favour of the Muslim candidate and there could be 
no question of their having been prevented from vot- 
ing for the petitioner as alleged. More than 20,000 
votes had been polled in this election by th° three 
candidates belonging to Muslim League. Praja Socialist 
Party and Communist (Marxist). Similarly, other 
condidates hud also polled quite a substantial number 
of votes. All these would indicate that the agents 
and workers of all the candidates in the field were 
quite active and there was rm interference with the 
free exercise of votes by the voters in the constituency. 
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He has also refuted his alleged disqualification under 
section 9A of the Act denying that he hold; 
c under the Government, 

10, His case is that the petitioner, after u. 

his election on merit, has filed this election , 
on false grounds. Being a man of Dinapur in tne dist- 
rict ot Patna he did not wield any influence in the 
areas of this parliamentary constituency and that his 
(petitioner’s) success m the 1967 election from this 
area was by a very narrow margin. After that suc- 
cess in 1907 he, however, seldom visited his constitu- 
ency till this 1971 election which annoyed the voters 
and his defeat in this election was the result of that 
dissatisfaction amongst the voters and the unpopula- 
rity of the Congress Party, and petitioner’s allegations 
in the election petition attributing his defeat to corrupt 
practices of the above alleged nature are false and 
engineered for the purpose of the election petition. 

11, On the above averments the respondent has 
claimed outright dismissal of the election petition with 
costs, 

12, On the pleadings the following Issues have been 
raised for decision. It is relevant to mention here 
that while issues were being settled m the case the 
petitioner gave up his above allegations regarding 
control of booths, snatching of ballots from the Presi- 
ding Officers and respondent’s disqualification under 
section 9A. Accordingly, no issue about them was 
framed. 

Issues 

1. Is the Election Petition, as framed, maintainable? 

2. Did the respondent, his agents and workers with 
his consent commit corrupt practices under sections 
123(2), (3) and (3A) of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951, as alleged in the Election Petition? 
If so, it the election of the respondent void? 

3. To wiiat relief, if any, is the petitioner entitled? 

Findings 

issue No. 1. 

13, At the time of argument learned counsel for the 
respondent did not address the Court on this issue 
admitting that this issue is more or less formal. He 
conceded, that there is no defect in the frame of the 
election petition, and it cannot be said to be non- 
maintainable in the form presented. This issue is, 
accordingly, answered in the affirmative. 

Issue No. 2. 

14, The instances of corrupt practices, as alleged by 
the petitioner, on which he has led evidence in Court 
are three in number. The first is that the respondent, 
his agents and workers with his consent had inter- 
fered with free exercise of electoral right of a large 
number of voters at several polling stations by pre- 
venting them from reaching the booths to cast tneir 
votes. The other instance is said to be inducing the 
electors of the concerned areas to believe that if they 
did not vote for him (respondent) they would become 
an object of divine displeasure. They are alleged to 
have done so by distributing pamphlets of the nature 
of annexure 1 to the election petition. The third was 
their appeal to the voters in the name of religion 
which they sought to achieve by distribution of pam- 
phlets of the nature of annexure 2 to the election, 
petition. According to the election petitioner, their 
such acts clearly amounted to corrupt practice within 
the relevant provisions of section 123 of the Act, which 
clearly vitiated his election and made it void. 

15, Before I proceed to examine the merit of above 
allegations of corrupt practice in the light of evidence 
on record, it seems necessary to refer to certain au- 
thorities which have been cited by the parties on the 
point of onus in such a case. 


16. In Magraj Patodia v. R. K. Birla and others 
,R. 1971 Supreme Court 1295) it has been held 

nit though a charge of corrupt practice cannot be 
equated to a criminal charge in all respects, still the 
burden of proving the commission of the corrupt prac- 
tice pleaded is on the petitioner and he has to dis- 
charge that burden satislactorily and the evidence 
adduced by the petitioner in me election case must 
be cogent and conclusive and in doing so he cannot 
depend upon preponderance of probabilities. Similar- 
ly, m Guruji Shrihari Bahrain Jivatode. v. Vithairao 
and others (A.I.R. 1970 Supreme Court 1841) it has 
been laid down that the burden of proving every one 
of the ingredients of the corrupt practice alleged is 
on him who alleges it and if he fails to establish any 
of them to the satisfaction of the Court he must fail. 
In Ghasi Ram v. Dal Singh and others (A.I.R. 1968 
Supreme Court 1191) it has been observed that the 
proof required to establish a corrupt practice must be 
almost of the character required to establish a criminal 
charge. In the earlier case Jagdev Singh Sidhanti v. 
Pratap Singh Daulta and others (A.I.R. 1965 Supreme 
Court 183) the Court’s observation on the burden of 
proof in the case of corrupt practice was that in the 
trial of an election petition the burden of proving 
that the election successful candidate is liable to be 
set aside on the piea that he was responsible directly 
or through his agents for corrupt practices at the 
election, lies heavily upon the applicant and unless 
it is established m both its branches, i.e., the commis- 
sion of acts which the law regards as corrupt, and the 
responsibility of the successlul candidate directly or 
through his agents or with his consent for its practice 
npt by mere preponderance of probability, but by 
cogent and reliable evidence beyond any reasonable 
doubt, the petition must fail. 

17. On the above authorities, Mr. Thakur Prasad, 
representing the respondent, has strenuously urged that 
since the election petitioner wants this election to be 
set aside alleging commission of above corrupt prac- 
tices against the respondent, his agents and workers, 
the petitioner is under a very heavy responsibility to 
establish their truth beyond all reasonable doubts by 
means of cogent and convincing evidence and uniess 
he has done so the respondent’s election resulting from 
electorates’ clear mandate in his favour cannot be 
interfered with merely on suspicions or preponder- 
ance of probability. 

18. On the other hand, the contention of Mr. K, P. 
Verma, appearing for the election petitioner, is that 
even though his client has assailed this election on 
the ground of corrupt practices of the alleged nature, 
but when evidence has been gone into by the two 
sides the question of onus must recede to "the back- 
ground and the success or failure of the case is to be 
determined after taking into consideration those evi- 
dence and preponderance of probabilities. For this 
view he has placed reliance on the Supreme Court 
decision in the case of Narayan Bhagwantrao Gosavi 
Balajiwale v. Gopal Vinayak Gosavi and others (A.I.R. 
1960 Supreme Court 100) where it has been said where 
the parties have joined the issue and have let evidence 
and the conflicting evidence can be weighed to deter- 
mined which way the issue can be decided, the abs- 
tract question of burden of proof becomes academic. 
His further argument is that the question of ourden 
of proof is not stationary but shift on the parties 
according to the evidence produced. In his view, as 
soon as the petitioner has furnished evidence to subs- 
tantiate his allegation of corrupt practice the onus is 
on the other side to disprove it by reliable and con- 
vincing evidence and if the evidence adduced by him 
(respondent) is found to be lacking the requisite relia- 
bility then the petitioner's ease must be regarded as 
having been proved and his onus in the matter dis- 
charged. To support it he has refered to the Supreme 
Court case of T. K. Gangi Reddy v. M. C. Anjancya 
Reddy and others (22 E.L.R. 261), particularly tne 
observation that the burden of proof has two distinct 
meanings, namely, the burden of proof as a matter of 
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law and pleading and the burden of proof as a matter 
of adducing evidence, section 101 of the Evidence Act 
deals with the tormcr and section 102 with the later 
and the hrst remains constant and the second shifts. 

19. As it appears, the above observations in A.I.R. 
1900 Supreme Court 100 was made in a case under 
the Charitable and Religious Trust Act which had 
nothing to do with allegation of corrupt practice as 
envisaged in election law. It may not, therefore, be 
quite correct to apply that principle to the instant 
case based on the allegation of corrupt practice spe- 
cially in view of the aforesaid other Supreme Court 
authorities which have laid down the law on this 
branch of election law. Similarly, the other ruling 
(22 E.L.R. 291) relied upon the petitioner cannot come 
to his aid to shift this burden on the head of the res- 
pondent. The observation tnere on the point of bur- 
den under sections 101 and 102 of the Evidence Act 
were made in the context of those facts which are 
different from the present ones. In the instant case, 
the petitioner wants the respondent’s election to be 
set aside alleging him guilty of corrupt practices like 
prevention of voters from exercising their franchise 
and printing and publication ol hand hills making reli- 
gious appeal and threatening with divine displeasure. 
As such, unless the petitioner has succedded to prove 
them beyond reasonable doubts the case must fail. 
Accordingly the onus must be treated to be on the 
petitioner to establish them and, if so, 1 think, it 
wrong to argue that by mere production of some evi- 
dence he will be deemed to have discharged that onus 
shifting it on the other side to disprove them by his 
.ywn evidence. As I have already referred, the consis- 
tent view on this point of the Supreme Court is that 
me onus in case of corrupt practice is on the petitioner 
who alleges it and he has to prove it by evidence 
worthy of credence for his success in the case. 

20. Coming to the merit of these allegations, the 
petitioner’s case on the first allegation relating to 
restraint of voters is contained in paragraph 20 of the 
election petition. It is to the effect that on the polling 
day (6th March, 1971) the respondent, his agents ana 
.corkers with his consent did not allow a large number 
of voters, who were all inclined to vote in favour of the 
petitioner, to exercise their franchise and at places 
shey also resorted to violence by collecting lalkials 
*nd criminals along with them and terrorised and 
restrained the voters, particularly of Muslims, Hari- 
jans and backward communities, from reaching their 
oooths. The particulars of this allegation are said to 
be set out in schedule 2 of the election petition, I may 
repeat that though under this alleged undue influence 
the petitioner in paragraphs 21 and 22 of the election 
petition has specifically averred that while restraining 
the voters from going to polling booths the respondent, 
his agents and workers with the help of lathials and 
goondas elements had taken control of several booths 
and by use of force snatched several unsigned ballot 
papers from the Presiding Officers and put them into 
the ballot boxes in favour of the respondent and some 
of those ballot papers were thrown out in haste and 
some were snatched from the hands of the voters and 
at certain places even fire arms were demonstrated 
and voters were removed from the booths by and on 
behalf of the respondent, but during the hearing the 
petitioner gave up these points and did not attempt 
to adduce any evidence to substantiate them, All 
that appears to have been done on his behalf about 
these allegations is a more suggestion to the respondent 
(R.W. 60) in his cross-examination that several of 
the polling booths were captured by his men and 
workers and by snatching away ballot papers from 
the Presiding Officers they had consigned those votes 
to the ballot box at those booths leading to his (res- 
pondent’s) success. This suggestion has been emphati- 
cally denied by the respondent who has characterised 
it as absolutely false adding that since all the polling 
booths were duly guarded by sufficient police force 
there could be no question of any such seizure or 
snatching of ballot papers at them during the poll. 


21, In paragraph 3 of schedule 2 to the election 
petition, names of the persons who are alleged 10 have 
prevented voters from casting their votes have been 
mentioned village-wise. Similarly, its paragraph 4 
contains the names of several voters against whom 
this undue inliunce is said to have been practised. 
The villages concerned as anoted in this schedule are 
13 in number. In course of hearing, however, none 
of the several voters named in this scnedule in respect 
of 6 of these villages, namely, Ganeshpur. Birbana, 
Madhurapur, Narainpur and Singbia Makanpur has 
been brought to the witness box to testify to the correct- 
ness of the allegations made in tilts behalf against 
the respondent and his men. Even in the cases of the 
remaining B villages, only a few of the named voters 
have come forward to depose in Court. In the case 
of Dhurbganj, out of the 9 voters only two Md. Sayeed 
Ansari and Md. Amanat Ali (P.Ws. 2 and 6) have 
been examined. In Bihpur, out of the 6 voters only 
2 i.e., P.Ws. 26 and 28 (faiyap Ali and Mahanth Ral) 
have come. In Jhandapur though 4 have been named 
but only 2, namely, Kartik, Sao and Ta.iuddin (P.Ws. 
20 and 22) have been examined. One other witness 
of this village Makbul Ansari (P.W. 24) has also been 
examined on this point but his name does not find 
place in the .name of voters in this schedule. Out of 
the 3 named in village Madrauni, only one P.W. 10 
(Kuwendra Thakur) has been examined (in the sche- 
dule the name mentioned is Kulendra Thakur). Out 
of the two names, namely, Jagarnath Singh and 
Sheonath Sah mentioned in village Naugachhia, only one 
P.W. 35 (Jagarnath Singh) has been examined. He 
(P.S. 35) has, however, stated that at the first time 
he could not reach the booth having been prevented 
to go but the same day he went to the booth some time 
later and cast his vote. Of the 2 voters, namely, 
Suresh Singh and Bachu Singh of village Gopalpur 
none has been examined. The witnesses examined 
from this village are Buchi Hajam (P.W. 14), Ram 
Raksha Sharma (P.W. 19) and Ratan Harijan (P.W. 
23), none of whom has been named in the schedule. 
It is interesting to note that though he (P.W. 19) haB 
specifically staled that on the poll day (5th March. 
1971), accompanied with Buchi and Ratan (P.Ws. 14 
and 23) when he was proceeding to the poRing station 
to cast their vote Siyaram Sharma and Satyadeo 
Sharma met them on the way and asked them to get 
back saying that their votes would be cast on which 
they returned home from there, but by reference, to 
the relevant voters list on record the respondent’s 
contention that he (P.W. 19) was not a voter in this 
election has been conceded. It is then not understood 
as to why he was going to have been prevented as 
above. There is no such case that even though he 
was not a voter he was proceeding to the polling sta- 
tion to impersonate for some other person. In village 
Gonarchak, the two voters named in the schedule are 
Muheshwar Mandal and Kamleshwar Mandal but only 
the first (P.W. 34) has been examined. From this 
village one Bhale Singh (P.W. 7), whose name does 
not find place in the schedule, has been examined. 
The contention of the respondent that both these per- 
sons, namely, Maheshwar Mandal and Bhala Singh 
(P.Ws. 34 and 7) were, however, not voters in this 
election appears to be correct. Ext. G/5 is the marked 
copy of the electoral roll of this village (Gonarchak). 
It does not mention either of these two names (Mahe- 
shwar Mandal and Bhala Singh) as a voter in this 
village. On behalf of the petitioner by reference to 
serial Nos. 634 and 063 (part 44) of this electoral roll, 
it has been urged that they clearly disprove the res- 
pondent’s contention about their not being voters. 
Serial No. 634 mentions the name of the voter as 
Maheshwar Mahaldar sone of Mahabir Mahaldar. So 
also the name mentioned in serial No. 668 is Bhale 
Mahaldar son of Raghu Mahaldar, In the absence of 
any reliable material to show that these voters in the 
electoral roll were the same as the above two persons 
P.Ws. 7 and 34, the petitioner’s assertion about them 
being so cannot be accepted. There is nothing in their 
(P.Ws. 7 and 34) evidence to suggest that they have 



Sep. 4] 


THE OAZEtTE OF INDIA; OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


373 * 


also another surname like Mahaldar. This electoral 
roll mentions the names of a number of voters with 
the surname Mahaldar. It also mentions a number oi 
voters with the surname Mandat, in such circum- 
stances, absence of their (P.Ws. 7 and 34) names in 
the electoral roll is doubtless indicative of the fact 
that they were really not voters in this election. 

22. In spite of the above fact that they (P.Ws. 7 and 
34) were not voters at that time it Is somewnat surpris- 
ing to find them stating that on the polling day when 
they were going together to their common polling booth 
to cast their volc tncy were met on tne way by n,aklian 
Jaiswal and others who forced them to return home 
without exercising their franchise, it is not easy to 
believe that though they were not voters the auove 
persons had taken into tneir hand to take the trouble 
of stopping them from proceeding to the booth. If 
without being voters they were trying to reach the 
booth which must be with the obvious object of doing 
bogus voting there I am doubtful if the alleged pre- 
vention of them from reaching the booth, n it was 
so, could be treated as an act oi undue influence within 
the meaning of section 123 of the Act. Moreover, 
difference in their evidence in the manner of alleged 
restraint is also noticeable. According lo P.W. 7 
Bhalay Singh, while they were so going to the booth 
they met Lakhan Jaiswal and others on the way who 
asked them not to proceed further on threat of assault 
by gun which they were carrying, on which they re- 
turned home. His (P.W. 7) further statement is that 
all those persons had asked them to cast vote in dihia 
which in the next breath he changed to Deepalc Dibia. 
The evidence of P.W. 34 Maheshwar Mandal on tills 
point, however, is that when on the way they met 
Lakhan Jaiswal and others the latter enquired from 
them where they were going and on being told that 
they were going to the booth to cast their vote they 
asked them to exercise their franchise for the candi- 
date of the Deepak symbol and when they (.voters) 
told them that they would decide about it alter reach- 
ing the polling booth and could not say about it earlier, 
these persons asked them to get back threatening to 
shoot them with the gun unless they got back and 
under that threat they did not proceed further but 
returned back. This Lakhan Lai Jaiswal (R.W. 35) 
has emphatically denied such prevention against vot- 
ing. According to him, at the time of poll he had 
actually seen this Maheshwar Mandal along with Kam- 
leshwar Mandal at the polling booth brining voters and 
getting their votes cast. His further statement is that 
both these Mandals are workers of the Communist 
Party and in this Parliamentary election they were 
working for the Congress Party candidate Shri Sita 
Ram Keshri. 

23. Leaving aside the evidence of above three 
witnesses of the petitioner, namely, P.Ws. 7, 19 and 
34, who. as shown above, have been noticed to be not 
voters in this Parliamentary election, the voters con- 
cerned, whom the petitioner has examined to say that 
during this election they had been forcibly debarred 
by the workers of the Jan Sangh Party from casting 
their votes at the polling booths are P.Ws. 2, 5, 10, 12, 
14, 17, 20, 22, 23, 24 26, 28 and 35. As already observed 
they are from 8 villages named above. To refuse their 
evidence in this behalf the respondent, besides himself 
(R.W. 50), has also examined a number of witnesses 
from those village ahd they are R.Ws. 2, 3. 4, 0, 12, 
19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 35, 36, 43, 44 and 47. 

24. The evidence of these voter witnesses (P.Ws) 
are more or less on the same linos. They have alleged 
that on the poll day while they were proceeding to 
their respective polling booths to cast their votes, on 
the way they were intercepted by several persons, 
whom they have named alleging them to be either 
workers or connected with the Jan Sangh Party, and 
as a result thereof they had to go get back home 
without exercising their franchise. On the other hand. 
In tholr evidence the above respondent's witnesses 
examined in this connection have emphatically refuted 
these statements of petitioner’s witnesses. They have 
averred that there was never any such disturbance at 


these booths and the polling was all through free and 
• air so that every voter who wanted to vote did cast 
his vole in the normal course. Except the bald state- 
ment of these witnesses (.PWs.) alleging denial of 
their electoral right due to such interference by res- 
pondenl s men and workers which statements, as al- 
ready of served, have been emphatically denied by the 
above several witnesses examined for the respondent, 
lucre is no other corroborating material in its support. 
On the reverse, the respondent has brought before the 
Court documents of unimpeachable nature which 
smash tile petitioner’s allegations in this regard. 

25. The above documents are the marked electoral 
rolls (Ext, G scries) oi the concerned polling stations. 
These electoral rolls were called for from the office 
of the District Magistrate, who was admittedly the 
Returning Officer of this Parliamentary election, in 
Court’s order No. 25 dated 2Uth January, 1972 on 
respondent’s petition filed on 19th January, 1972. The 
District Magistrate, in pursuance to Court’s requisition 
in this behalf, sent these documents along with others 
through a special messenger in sealed cover with his 
letter dated 28th January, 1972. Here they were taken 
out lrom those sealed covers in presence of the parties, 
who, on their request, also inspected them. Under 
rules 46, 47 and 93 of the Conduct of Elections Rules, 
1961 these electoral rolls were to be kept in the custody 
of the election authority in sealed covers as conliden- 
tial papers and could not be inspected except under 
tne orders of the Court or Election, Commission. On 
the facts, no doubt can be entertained regarding their 
genuineness. There is no such allegation that while 
in custody of the district election authorities there 
they were in any way tampered with. As already 
said they were in that competent custody in scaled 
cover since after the poll and have been sent to this 
court under that condition and then opened and ins- 
pected by the two sides in presence of each other. In 
such circumstances, the absence of the concerned Pre- 
siding Officers to prove them in Court is not material 
and cannot in any way militate against their authen- 
ticity. 

26. From the relevunt entries in the marked electo- 
ral roll (Ext. G/7) of village Dhrubganj it appears 
that both of the above voters, namely, Saheed Ansari 
and Amanat AU (P.Ws. 2 and 5) haa cast their votes 
(vide serial Nos. 1187 and 1028 -part 5). Not only 
they but as the entires in serial Nos. 1027, 1189, 1190 
and 1192 show, the wife of Amanat Ali (P.W. 5) and 
the two brothers and brother’s witc of Saheed Ansari 
(P.W. 2) had also voted. The entry in serial No. 1188 
relate to the wife of Saheed Ansari (P.W. 2) and as 
it stands, it shows non-casting of her vote. 

27. Exts. G and G/2 are of village Bihpur. The peti- 
tioner’s witnesses of this place are Taiyab Ali son of 
Azmat Ali (P/W.26) and Mahanth Rai son of Singhesh- 
war Rui (P.W.28). Though there is no voter of the 
name of Taiyab son of Azmal Ali in these rolls but 
there is one voter Tuiyab Ali son of Nazir Ali (serial 
No. 2541 part 18 — Ext.G) and this voter had cast Iris 
vote. So even if above P.W.26 is taken to be this 
voter, though his parentage does not tally still it Is 
clear that he had cast his vote. The serial No. 1792- 
part 19 of Ext. G/2 shows that he (P.W.28) had cast 
his vote. Not only he but the votes of hls wife, 
brother’s wife and brother (vide serial Nos. 1793, 
1796 and 1797) were also cast. This document further 
shows that though serial Nos. 1794, 1795 and 1798 re- 
lated to him (P.W.28) as mother, another brother and 
wife of the above brother Ramdeo Rai, but they were 
not east. 

28. For village Jhandapur the electoral roll (Ext. 
G/5) shows that both the concerned voters, namely, 
Tajuddin and Maqbool (P.Ws. 22 and 24) had cast 
their votes ( Vide serial Nos. 194 and 252 — part 25). 
It further appears that serial Nos, 189 to 193 were 
voters of the family of Tajuddin (P.W.22) and of 
them there was no casting of vote of serial Nos. 189, 
191 and 193 and the rest had cast their votes. Simi- 
larly, in the case of Mawbool (P.W.24) two other 
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votes of his family had also been cast {vide serial 
JNos. 2 d 3 und The entry in serial No. 7iy (part 

Of Ext, G/8 shows that Kartik Sail (P.W.20) nud 
east his vote. Though, serial Nos. 72 0 to 726 also 
relate to the members of his family but of them omy 
two, namely senai Nos. 720 and /21 are shown 10 
have voted and the rest had not voted. It is interest- 
ing to Und tnat in tne election petition the specifte 
case of the petitioner regarding this voter (tvartiK 
ban; is tnat ne had not voted uavmg been prevented 
by respondent und his men along with others. Tne 
evidence of this witness (Kartik bah) is that when 
ho was proceeding to the polling bootn to cast his 
vote he ^ noticed stoppage oi other voters by the res- 
pondent’s men, whom he had named, seeing this he 
got atraid and returned home through another 
route. He has, however, said that at about 3 p.m. 
that very day he went to the polling booth and cast 
his vote without any hindrance. 

29. From the electoral roll (Ext. G/l) relating to 
village Madrauni it appears that the concerned voter 
Kuwendra Thakur son of Manna Thakur (P.W.10) 
{vide serial No. 104b — part 28) had actually voted. 
Not only he had voted but four other members of 
his family (serial Nos, 1044, 1045, 1047 and 1049) 
had also voted. It also indicates non-voting of 2 
other members of his family, namely, .brothers’ 
wives (serial Nos. 1048 and 1050). 


30. In village Saidpur to which the electoral roll 
Ext. G/4 relates, it also appears that botn the con- 
cerned voters, namely, Giro Singh and Jago Singh 
(P.Ws. 10 and 17) had cast their votes ( vide serial 
Nos. 125 and 219 — part 19). Giro Singh's wife had 
also voted (wide serial No. 120). As the Jago Singh, 
serial Nos. 220 to 225 relate to the other members of 
his family and as they stand, they show voting by 
his son, brother and two brothers’ wives (serial 
Nos. 220, 222, 223 and 224) and non voting by his 
brother (serial No. 221), whose wife above serial 
No. 222 is, and mother (serial No. 225). 


31. The electoral roll (Ext G/3) relates to village 
Gopalpur. This shows that the two voters concerned, 
namely, Buchi Harijan (P.W.14) and Ratan Harijan 
(P.W.23) have actually voted (wide serial Nos. 592 
and 520 — part 7). From this document it further 
appears that two other members of the family of this 
Buchi Harijan had also cast their votes (wide serial 
Nos, 591 and 593). It further records non-voting by 
Buchi’s wife Hitni (serial No. 594) . In the same 
way, in case of Rutaj Harijan serial Nos. 520, 521, 
522, 523, 525, 526, 528, and 531 relate to other 

members of his family. Of them, except serial Nos. 
523 (brother’s wife), 528 (another brother's wife) 
and 531 (mother) ail are shown to have voted. 


32. So far as village Naugaohhia is concerned, 
according to the respondent, he has not thought of 
bringing the electoral roll of that place in evidence 
because the only voter of this village examined by 
the petitioner on this allegation is P.W. 35 Jagar- 
nath Prasad Singh and on his own admission he had 
gone to the polling booth that day some time later 
and. cast his vote. In the election petition the specific 
case made out in respect of this voter is that like the 
other voters mentioned in schedule 2 he had not also 
been allowed to cast his vote in this election. 


38. From the above discussions, it is manifest that 
three of the voters, namely P.Ws. 7, 19, and 34, who 
were alleged to have been prevented by the respon- 
dent's men from casting their votes m this election 
were not voters at all. So the question of their 
failure to exercise their franchise having been pre- 
vented from doing so in the alleged manner coidd 
hardly arise. Even assuming for a moment for the 
sake of argument that they had been proceeding to- 
the polling booth but were intercepted m the way 


m that way, it is doubtful if their such intervention 
resulting m their non-reaching the booths could 
bring tne matter wiuiin tne mischief oi section ma 
of tne Act. 


34. As 1 have already shown by reference to the 
relevant entries in the above electoral roils (Ext. G 
series) put m evidence by the respondent; all the 
ot.iei vu t ers wnom me ptlilioiior xias examined m 
coun to say that they had been debarred Irom exer- 
'using their electoral right on the poll day having 
been prevented by the supporters and workers 01 
tne Jan Sungh had actually cast then votes at their 
respective polling stations. Not only they, but 
many other members at their family Had also dona 
so. As already observed, among the members of 
tueir families many have been snown to have cast 
their votes while tne votes of others had remained 
uncast. This is no doubt a very strong circumstance 
in favour of the genuineness of those vote castings 
if the respondent and his men were out to get ail 
these votes cast by practising impersonation, they 
were expected to do so in respect of all these voters 
and not to do so omy in respect of some of them 
leaving the rest untaekled. Moreover, it is the ad' 
mitten case of the election petitioner tnat ail these 
polling booths were duly manned by the polling 
agents during the poll. In such a situation any 
attempt oi tne oUier side to have those voles polled 
by voters other than genuine was bound lo invite 
objection by mose agents under rule 38 ox me xyei 
Elections Rules, There is, however, no such case 
that they had ever raised any objection challenging 
me identity of those voters at the time they were 
polling. 


35. Admittedly, no complaint, written or oral, 
was over lodged with any authority by any of these 
voters or any one on benaif of the petitioner com- 
plaining against their such prevention. Obviously 
these preventions were quite substantial and covered 
several booths. Accordingly, in normal course, if not 
these voters, at least the workers and agents of the 
petitioner of those places were expected to protest 
against those highhanded acts to the appropriate 
quarters instead of allowing it to remain unprotested. 


36, The presence of adequate security arrange- 
ments in these areas at that time is also a circum- 
stance against the probability of such interference 
with the voters. All the above 8 villages, namely, 
Dhrubganj, Gonarchak and six others fell within 
Bihpur and Gopalpur Assembly constituencies. 
Kuiiash Prasad (R.W.39) was posted at N augachhia 
(within Bhagaipur district) at the time of this 
parliamentary election. Hys statement is, that on tpe 
poll day (5-3-1971) he was deputed at N augachhia 
police station as Magistrate incharge of the striking 
force consisting of one police officer and one section 
of armed force of one havildar and four police cons- 
tables. His duty as the incharge oi that force was 
to rush with the force on a jeep, provided to them to 
tne Place wherefrom any disturbance was reported. 
3e has further said that information of any disturb- 
ance m tne area was to be communicated to h m 
oy the patrolling Magistrate patrolling in the areas 
tie has produced the District Election Order, 

(Ext, C) regarding the details of deputation of Magis 
rate with armed force tor the different polling 
stations in the district of Bhagaipur. As 
minted out, thi* document also contains the detail 
if the static Magistrates wlLh iorce as posted m those 
ireaS He also produced in Court the route chart 
he patroUlng-eum-Collecting party of 

iFxt 1)J As Ns mis disclosed, during this ®3ection 
n hi«t area there were 78 polling booths of which 43 

.vere in C?opaW - ssembly constituency and 35^ 
Jihpur Assembly Constituency. He (R.W. 39) 
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clearly given out that in course of the whole polling 
on 5th March, 1971 he had not received any complaint 
from any Magistrate or the police officer or any body 
else regarding prevention of any voter from casting 
his vote at the polling booth in the entire area of 
which he was the incharge. It has been taken out in 
his cross-examination that in this Parliamentary 
election, as usual, they had arranged for posting of 
static force at all the places which were apprehended 
to be vulnerable on the experience of previous elec- 
tions. Ratneshwar Prasad (R.W.40) was the police 
Inspector in the Circle consisting of 3 police stations, 
namely, Naugachhia, Gopalpur and Bihpur which 
are all connected by wireless since long. As he has 
given out, during this Parliamentary election, he was 
posted at Naugachhia on the Poll day and all his 
agencies like the rural police and intelligence were 
used to pass on the communication to him for their 
onward transmission to Superintendent of Police 
and above these, the District Magistrate, Serinten- 
5th of March, 1971 he was on duty at Bihpur thana 
with headquarters at Bihpur. Accroding to him, the 
police arrangements for the areas comprising Bihour, 
Gopalpur and Naugachhia Police stations on these 
two dates (4th and 5th March) were one Company 
of Border Security Force consisting of about 100 
armed force with a motor vehicle to control the 
area; one Company of Bihar Military Police consist- 
ing of 100 armed force, static armed force in similar 
units stationed at different polling booths, where 
troubles had been apprehended in earlier elections, 
in the charge of one magistrate, known as static 
Magistrate, and police officers; there were patrolling 
Magistrate assisted by smaller units of armed force 
on one motor vehicle either a truck or a jeep. Over 
and above these. the District Magistrate, Superinten- 
dent of police and the Sub-divisional Magistrate were 
also moving during the poll with headquarters _ at 
Naugachhia and their vehicles were fitted with wire- 
less As h° has further said, on 5th March, 1971. he 
along with Mr. R, A. Singh, Deputy Collector, had 
moved about in Bihpur notice station area to super- 
vise the functioning Of the police arrangements in 
that area, to ensure peaceful and smooth polling. Jt 
has also been taken out from him that on 5th March 
1971 at no time during the polling he had received 
anv complaint by anv subordinate or oth°r officer or 
anv voter or any worker of any of the political par- 
ses in his area regarding the prevention of any voW 
from casting his vote at hisffiooth. Then there 1S the 
evidence of the 3 ubffi vl sional ^g^trate (B.W 5 
who was then posted as such at Puaga .^. Asee 
CL hotb th°se Assembly Constituencies, namely, 

Bihnur and Gonalnur fell, withm his suh-diwsmn 
mhaaa-nur sad art during this election as the Sub- 
ffiWsfonal Magistrate he was incharge of ^era^iaw 

orHpr ?vnd also n+her works assigned to bv 

SSe S¥ gi S e ct^g 

sides. denutation of His 

evidence' Mso sbo^ deputation of striking force at each 

sHsSri 

- cKM^s at 

expressed^ his inahffitv to say the -act d 

\h%t Work loads H 
papers hut TP. P re a s. on thrPP t rl ,cks Bis 

tn p 7,?rth°r b W that each Magistrate of the uatrolbn? 
t ait p il-ri = nus to nrovide full 

Toffie voters to enable the- to cast tW vote;if the- 
to the voter x aarr q; n g prevention m them vnt- 

was "7,;'"™’^ ooll dav he was al’ alon« nresent. 

at’ Naugachhia" police station except for tdmporary 


absence on tour in neighbouring areas and similarly the 
District Magistrate and the Superintendent of Police 
were also present at that police station on that day. 
All these evidence go to prove unmistakably that in 
these areas on the poll day there was very elaborate 
and adequate security arrangements. In view of the 
such tight and elaborate security arrangement the possi- 
bility of intervention with voters’ electoral rights was 
bound to be bleak. If there was any such incident of 
prevention of voters it could have easily been brought 
to the notice of those security force. But there is 
nothing to show that there was ever any such com- 
plaint. This also to my mind is a circumstance against 
the truth of this allegation. 

37. In the face of above convincing circumstances, 
the non-examination of many of the persons, as named, 
in schedule 2, who are alleged to have so prevented 
those voters, is not such a fact which can effectively 
come to the aid of the petitioner to substantiate bis 
case on this point. Of these alleged preventers, the 
respondent has examined 7 (R. Ws. 19," 22, 30, 35, 36, 
43, 44) besides himself (R.W, 50). It has been pointed 
out by reference to the respondent’s list of witnesses 
dated 5th; November, 1971 'that 'out of those non- 
examined persons he had taken out summonees for 
several of them, but has not cared to put them into 
the witness box without any reasonab e excuse. On 
this basis it has been ur<*ed if the petitioner’s case in 
this regard was untrue they would have surely come 
forward to denv this insinuation against them. It is 
difficult to accept this contention. If those persons had 
reallv indulged in such prevention of voters and w°re 
out to avoid Court the respondent would have also 
avoided even citing them as b ; s witnesses much less 
taking out their summonses. This omission has be°n 
tried to he explained by the respondent's corpsel who 
has urged that thev had all been cited at the initia 1 
stage but when his client got hold of the electoral 
rods which unmistakably proved that these voters had 
actually cast their votes then it was only natural for 
him to drop the idea of bringing them to the witness 
box to avoid incurring expenses because petitioner’- 
allegation in this matter stood nailed bv those electoral 
rolls which were the best evidence on this noint There 
=ee-ns siTst-mce in this argument. Merely because 
respondent has not broneht nil ffiose persons into the 
witness bnx to d°nv the allegation of rest"aint of 
voters made against tt'om can bv itself be no proof 
nf f-,o futh of fv,e Det'tioner case on this master T^e 
petitioner. has. unde- lav/, birose'f to p-nvo thi- point 
bv cogent nor) convincing pvideuca hut has failed to 
do so as will appear from my above discussions. 

38. Of the aforesaid voters examined by the peti- 
tioner many of them are said to have come to depose 
falsely for the petitioner in this regard because they 
are connected with the Communist Party with whom 
the petitioner’s Congress Party had electoral alliance 
in this parliamentary election, and the others are 
attached to the Congress Party either as its workers 
or supporters The allegation of connection with the 
communist partv has beer made against P.Ws. 2. 5. 7. 
12. 14. 17. 22. 26. 28 and 34. The witness of respon- 
dent about this matter are R.Ws. 2. 3. 4, 6. 10. 12. 13. 
19. 23. 25, 27, 33, 35, 36, and 45. In his evidence the 
petitioner (P.W. 9) has no doubt denied the sugges- 
tion that in this Parliamentary election, in Bihar his 
Congress Party had electoral alliance with the com- 
munist party and for that reason it had not set up its 
candidate in 5 seats against the candidates of the 
Communist Party. His admission, however, is that, in 
this election his partv had not set up anv candidate 
in Patna Parliamentary constituency and that in 
Katibar Parliamentar" constituency to which the 
instant election case relates there was no candidate 
of tho Communist Partv. He has also expressed his 
inahihtv to sav if the Congress Pa-tv had set hd anv 
mndidate against the Communist Partv candidate in 
•Tavanagar Parliamentary Constituency. All ffies° 
seem to point out to some sort of electoral alliance or 
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adjustment between thes e two parties, namely, Con- 
s': 6 /,? and Communist in this Parliamentary election. 

h a back S r °und, the possibility of these voters, 
attached to the Communist Party, coming to support 
the petitioner’s case in this behalf because of 1 their 
sympathy resulting from such electoral connection 
cannot be ruled out altogether. 

39. Thus, on a careful consideration of the above facts 
and circumstances, it is manifest that the petitioner’s 
allegation regarding prevention of these voters from 
casting their votes in this election as alleged has not. 
been established, contrary to that,' it has been proved 
on the evidence produced before this Court that thev 
had actually exercised their franchise and cast their 
votes. 

40. I would now take up the petitioner’s case 
regarding the printing and distribution of above second 
leaflet (annexure 2 to the election petition). This 
leaflet has been marked Ext. 2/c and its press copy, 
as produced in Court by the Krishna Press Proprietor 
(P.W. 38) where it had been printed, has been marked 
Ext. 2/b. He (P.W. 38) has also produced its Press 
proof copy (Ext. 4) and the manuscript (Ext. P) . 

41. In the election petition this pamphlet (annexure 
2) is alleged to have been printed, published and 
distributed by the respondent, his agents and workers 
with his consent along with the first pamphlet (anne- 
xure 1 to the election petition) on 4th March, 1971. 
a day proceeding the poll in the 13 villages mentioned 
in schedule 2 of the election petition. During hearing 
of this case its (annexure 2) distribution has, however, 
been confined to only three of those villages, namely, 
Dayalpur, Jhandapur, and Bharamarpur, all within 
Bihpur police station. 

42. In his written statement the respondent’s case 
about this leaflet is set out in paragraphs 12 to 15 the 
sum total of which appears to be his and his agents 
complete disassociation from its printing, publication 
and distribution. Being, perhaps, aware of the weak- 
ness of his such denial he also seems to have endeav- 
oured in those paragraphs to make out a case that 
his clear direction to his agents and workers were 
not to publish any pamphlet without his consent and 
he did his best to prevent any such publication and 
if any unauthorised or overzealous person had got 
this pamphlet printed and distributed he could not 
in any wav he held responsible for it because that 
must be deemed to have been done without his consent 
and in clear violation of his orders. 


2)1r, K ° f this P^PWet (annexure 

Jisheti n ? d Krls hna Press was unmistakably estab- 
with t^ y J S pr .°P ne tor’s (P.W. 38) evidence coupled 
aforesai d concerned documents, then the res- 
realised the hollowness of his 

its ch v nged over in evidence to admit 

its printing by his above party worker Jagdish Prasad 

ti®n it 1 1f? b / bas sto PPed its distribu- 

tion and it was never distributed in public His (res- 

evidence on this point do^s not, however, 
a , t0 he consistent and convincing as will appear 
trom the subsequent discussions. appear 

examined Prasad Kejriwal has been 

thf tV S , W 42 ■ He admits to be working for 
He w i S i angh . 1 Pa f. ty in this Parliamentary election 
He has also admitted that he was inchar go of the 
e echon office of the Jan Sangh Party at NaugachSl 
at the relevant time. He (R w 421 has ad™itteS rile 
above manuscript (Ext. I) to be in hfs pen and a No 

th S e a KHshna lg p atUre L EXt u 3/a) in the 0rder b °°ko? 

ii! . na Press. He has, however, averred that 
after their printing he brought them to his election 
office at Naugachhia but they were not distributed as 

HtW , 0 fv, Lakha . n Lal J aiswal because he 

(R.W. 42) had got them printed without his (Lakhan 
Lal) prior order. While stating so he (R W 421 has 

Ja^San^^PaH bdng inr i harge of this election for the 
ou? his no parckas were to be printed with- 

Lal (R W L w\ La i Prior permission. This Lakhan 
Lal (R.W. 35) has admitted that in this Parliamentary 
Sr i ,, h r WaS incharge as the Pramukh of The Jan 

tit u Incv Hp 01 ! c e c a 0 m t Pa Iv: n + m G °P al Pur Assembly Cons- 
i uency. He asserts that whatever election naoors 

fo?s re ° + n beha , lf <* the Jan Sangh Party P fn 

is Parliamentary election in Gopalpur Assembly 
constituency thev were printed under his instruction! 

sel/uled fo Sh go a tr?h S ’p NaUgacb j h5a , for which he him ' 
seir usea to go to the Press and place orders over his 

fonnexure 2 Exf?/ a f ed a g ° th - r ° ugh the pa mphfet 
(annexure 2— Ext 2/c) and sav if any such varcha 

o!dor bG f n fu rm ! ed o m the Krishna Press under his 
orders for the Jan Sangh Party, he has given a neva- 

h J e (RW reading ; t' Wh 116 admitting that 
ne (H.w. 35) had seen pamohlet like this (Ext 2/c) 

broughi an t h S erp gh ft ° ffice - Naugachhia hl havinf ‘ been 
Drought there after printing m the Krishna Press 

hv Jagdish Kejriwal, his statement is that seeing 
those mrchas he asked Jagdish Keiriwal not to distri- 
hute them because they had not been printed under 
wf "u ers whemafter they continued to be there 
without any publication or distribution. 


43. In view of respondent’s above denial regarding 
the printing of this pamphlet (annexure 2) the peti- 
tioner obliged to bring into the witness box the prop- 
rietor of the Krishna Press (P.W 38) where this 
pamphlet had been prihfod. He produced and proved, 
in Court its manuscript (Ext. Fi as also its proof and 
final print copy in the Press (Ext. 4 and 2,/b). His 
evidence further disclosed that the order for printing 
1000 copies of this leaflet was placed with this Press 
on 3rd March. 1971 bv Jagdish Prasad Kejriwal of 
Bhart.iva Jan Sangh Mandsl Semiti. Naugachhia as 
per the order hook entry (Ext. 3). Ext. 3/a has been 
fo he th'"' r ’ier»a + ure in his ov’n pen of fois 
Jagdish Prasad Kejriwal on this order book. He 
(P.W. 38) has further given out that after these leaf- 
lets were finally printed in the Press their delivery 
was taken out by this Jagdish Prasad Keiriwal on 
4th March, 1971 who himself paid the printing charges 
to him (P.W. 38) at that very time, in cross-examina- 
tion he (P.W. 38) stated that so far as he remembered 
this delivery was made to Jagdish Prasad Keiriwal 
on that day (4th March. 1971) at about 2 or 3 P.M. 
The trend of his (P.W. 38) cross-examination will 
show that the attempt of the respondent was to dis- 
prove his (P.W. 38) positive statement in chief that he 
had received this order from Jagdish Prasad Kejriwal 
of Bhartiva Jan Saneh Mandal Samiti, Naugachhia. 
But it did not succeed. 


(RW 501 evinence me respondent 

phlet 7 fV %Z Ug bean , made to read this pam- 

March 1971 afW , f 0Urt J las stated that on 5th 

aren 1971 after casting his vote in bis village 

Narampur at about 7-30 a m. he left that place to go 
to other booths to inspect his election and in 

in 0U h? el® i reaCh ^ Naugachhia ataboSt 2mmwheve 
in his election office he met its incharge Jagdish TCoi- 
riwrd who showed him the printed pamphlet and 

XL SfTw Sr,h h f £- 

. , ( K . 50) that he was sorrv that y.o/4 

T aln ei ? without consulting him and that 

A kb ’? n , . Lal Lad stopped their dis+ribution saying that 
the election was to take place the next dav when 
matters regarding poll would have to be decided and 
hnte m UP ° n ? nd as such the ™ was no need to distri- 

t hdt instruction that no namnhiet of his 
would he printed and distributed without bis prior 
fo1Iowfld by 3,1 concerned While 
r j’ u J bP has no Coubt volunteered that since 
' a 7 ri' b Keiriwal had go* this parrhn printed with- 
out his consent its distribution was stopped. 



Sec. 3(ii)j 


3735 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


47. In the evidencei of R.Ws. 35 and 50 on this point, 
as referred to above, inconsistence is clearly discernible 
According to the first (R.W.35), ail the election 
papers which included pamphlets were required to 
be printed under his instructions and he had to stop 
the distribution of this pamphlet, even though his 
admitted worker Jagdish Kejriwal had already got 
them printed and brought to his election office at 
Naugachhia, because they had not been printed under 
his (R.W. 35) orders, while according to latter (R.W. 
50) no election pamphlet was to be printed on his 
side without his (R.W. 60) specific prior consent and 
instruction and the reason as disclosed by Jagdish 
Kejriwal to him (R.W. 50) for Lakhan (R.W. 35) 
stopping its distribution was because the poll was 
to take place next day when matters relating to it 
would have to be decided and acted upon. 

43. From the above analysis of evidence it is appa- 
rent that the respondent's case about pamphlet 
(annexure 2) has not been consistent, both as regards 
the printing and distribution. It is also not easy to 
swallow his averment, made for the first time in Court, 
that though they had been printed after incurring ex- 
enditure their distribution was banned simply 
ecause they had not been printed with respondent’s 
prior permission. If there was really any condition 
precedent that no pamphlet should be printed with- 
out the prior consent and orders of either the respon- 
dent (R.W. 50) or his election Prarnukh (R.W. 35), 
Jagdish Kejriwal (R.W. 42) who was much below in 
the hierarchy being only incharge of his election office 
at Naugachhia, would have never dared to have them 
printed on his own which obviously involved expenses 
also. In such a situation the irresistible conclusion is 
this pumphlet purporting to be issued on behalf of 
the Jan Sangh publicity department (Prachar Vibhag) 
had the necessary sanction not only ol respondent's 
admitted election Pramukh (R.W. 35) but also of the 
respondent (R.W. 50) In its printing. 

49. Regard being had to the fact that this pamphlet 
was printed and taken delivery of by his admitted 
worker (R.W. 42) after paying its necessary charges 
on 4th March, 1971 (order for its printing having 
been placed on 3rd March, 1971) the presumption that 
they were meant for distribution among the voters is 
inescapable. It is idle to think that the respondent 
and his men after getting them printed by spending 
money would allow them to remain stacked in their 
Naugachhia election office and not to reach the voters 
for whom they were meant. Its printing order was 
placed on 3rd March. 1971 and delivery taken on the 
very next day i.e., 4th March. 1971. This also proves 
their earnestness in this matter. As already observed 
the election petitioner, during his evidence in Court, 
has confined its distribution to only three viLlages, 
Dayalpur, Jhandapur and Bharamarour, nil within 
the game police station (Bihpur). It has been urged 
for the respondent that from the unchallenged state- 
ment of the respondent (R.W. 50) it would appear 
the* village Bharamarpur is 24 miles from Naugachhia 
and the distance between Jhandapur and Bharamar- 
pur is six miles, and as admitted by the Press proprietor 
(P.W. 38), he had given delivery of these printed 
leaflets on 4th March, 1971 at about 2 or 3 p.M. at 
Naugachhia. In the background of these facts accor- 
dingly to learned respondent’s counsel, how the res- 
pondent could he expected to think in terms of their 
distribution in the above far flung villages when there 
was nothing in them to show that they were exclu- 
sively meant for the voters in that area and the facts 
mentioned therein were of general nature. According 
to him, if these pamphlets were to be distributed 
then the distribution should have, in ordinary course, 
been done first at Naugachhia and also in the inter- 
vening 25-30 villages (vide P.W. 50, paragraph 9) 
Instead of bv-oassing them. Tn this connection he has 
also invited mv attention to the election result sheet 
Hllxt. H) where the number of votes secured bv (he 
petitioner and the respondent in Bihpur Assembly 
constituency has been shown as 13,789 and 28.365, 


respectively. According to learned counsel, as those 
voting figures will show, respondent’s position was 
very secure in Bihpur Assembly constituency (there 
is no dispute that villages Dayalpur, Jhandapur and 
Bharamarpur lay within this Assembly constituency), 
and, as such, there was no need for the respondent to 
take the trouble of getting any such appeal made to 
the voters of these three villages and that also just 
on the proceeding evening of the poll (according to 
the petitioner’s evidence their distribution time at 
Jhandapur was 6 to 7 P.M. Bharamarpur at about 8 
P.M. and no time has been given regarding Dayalpur). 

50. Though the above argument of the respondent 
may appear somewhat attractive on the face of it but 
they arc hardly sufficient to discard the petitioner’s 
specific case of such distribution in proof of which 
he has led positive evidence by examining witnesses 
of those villages pledging oath thut they had seen 
such distribution of the pamphlet by the respondent 
and his men and had actually received pamphlets on 
those occasions. Merely because the respondent has 
received more votes than the petitioner in this Assem- 
bly constituency can be no guarantee of its non- 
distribution in those places. In fact, the result sheet 
does not show as to what were the votes secured by 
"the respondent in these three villages and his above 
votes were for the entire constituency consisting of 
many more villages. It may be that he did not feel 
fully secure In those villages and that is why he felt 
the necessity of such last minute’s appeal to the voters 
there. Since these pamphlets wore only 1000 in number 
and they needed their distribution in these 3 villages 
they had to omit Naugachhia and the above 25-30 
intermediary villages because their attempt to cover 
them would have hardly left with them any pamphlet 
to be distributed in those 3 villages. Moreover, 
candidates in election decide their strategy in such 
matter according to the situation of their assessment, 
it Is probable that the respondent had felt the neces- 
sity of such pamphlets in those villages more than 
the others and, therefore, taken to it. So, his mere 
omission of the several villages falling in between the 
two, namely Naugachhia and the above three villages 
is not to my mind such a compelling circumstances to 
disbelieve the petitioner’s case in this regard when it 
is found otherwise proved by evidence and circums- 
tances of convincing nature. 

51. With regard to village Dayalpur the petitioner’s 
witness regarding distribution of this pamphlet 
(annexure 2) is P.W.13 (Sadanand Thakur) who 
is a resident of this village. His evidence is that he 
(P.W, 13) had learnt from Jamuna Prasad Singh of 
his village about the arrival of Gyaneshwar Prasad 
Yadav (respondent) on 4th March, 1971 to this village. 
He has further stated that during these talks Jamuna 
Prasad Singh had also disclosed to him (P.W. 13) that 
on that occasion Gvaneshwar Prasad Yadav. after doing 
some prachar, distributed parchas and went away, and 
that while disclosing these things he (Jamuna Prasad 
Singh) had shown him (P.W.13) one parcha of white 
colour which he (P.W. 13) took from him and kept 
it with him after reading it and 3 to 4 days later he 
fRW.13) made over that parcha to Sita Ram Kcsbri 
(Petitioner) when he met him in the Congress Office 
at Bihpur on his (P.W.13) essertion that if any such 
parcha is shown to him he can recall its contents, he 
was asked to read this parcha (annexure 2) in Court 
which he did and then stated that this parcha was 
identical with the above parcha that he had taken 
from Jamuna Prasad Singh and later passed on to the 
petitioner. The petitioner (P.W. 39) has corroborated 
him (P.W. 13) on the above point of his (P.W. 13) 
making over the pamphlet to him (P.W. 39) at Bihpur, 
As he (P.W. 39) has stated, he had received the pam- 
phlet from Sadanand Thakur of village Dayalpur 3-4 
days after the poll at Bihpur Khadi Bhandar, 'Evi- 
dence has also been led to the effect that the petitioner 
after having received it in that way subsequently sn- 
closed it (annexure 2) with the election petition. No 
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doubt, the petitioner has not brought into witness box 
thte above Jamuna Prasad Singh to state about this 
matter. It, however appears from petitioner’s list of 
witnesses, dated 13th September, 1071, that he had cited 
him (Jamuna Prasad Singh) as his witness (serial 
No. 34) and had taken out his summons for 20th Jan- 
uary, 1972. According to the petitioner, these facts 
should prove his genuineness on this point because if 
his case about this Jamuna Singh was fabricated . he 
would never taken the risk of citing him as his witness 
and taken out his summons. In his counsel’s view it 
may be that the petitioner had subsequently got 
materials to suspect his (Jamuna Singh) buna fide as 
his witness and had, therefore, decided not to take the 
risk of putting him into the witness box last he made 
statement to damage his case. While conceding that 
even in that contingency the remedy of cross-examin- 
ing him after declaring him hostile was there, but all 
the same the risk was not worth taking specially when 
he had produced before the Court other evidence of 
reliable nature to establish this point. 

52. In examination of his (P.W. 13) evidence on this 
point does not disclose anything worth notice on whose 
basis his testimony can be regarded as unworthy of 
credence. He has been frank enough to admit that he 
is a member of the Congress Party of which this peti- 
tioner was the candidate in this election. He has 
further admitted that in this election he was can- 
vassing for the Congress candidate and had also 
worked as his counting agent in Bihpur Assembly 
segment. His further admission is that on 4th March 
1971 on which these pamphlets were distributed in 
his village he was not there but had gone to his re- 
lation in another village Jairampur and that he had 
not personally seen this distribution. If he (P.W. 13) 
was out to depose falsely in this matter he could have 
well tried to present himself as an eye witness in- 
stead of admitting to have learnt about it from an- 
other person. His averment in this respect seems 
to get corroboration from the physical presentation of 
this pamphlet (annexure 2) which according to him 
he had made over to the petitioner 3-4 days later 
which has also been testified by the petitioner. As 
already pointed out, the specific case of the respon- 
dent is that those pamphlets after printing conti- 
nued to remain in his Naugachhia election office and 
he (respondent) had totally banned their distribu- 
tion. Tii ere is no such case of the respondent that at 
least one of those pamphlets had gone out of his elec- 
tion office in the public. If that was true then it Is 
not understandable as to how this pamphlet (an- 
nexure 2) came into the hands of the above witness 
(P.W.13) who made it over to the petitioner later. 
There is no such case, not even a suggestion, that the 
petitioner had managed to procure it (annexure 2) 
surreptitiously from the respondent’s election office 
at Naugachhia so as to annex it with his election 
petition. In his (P.W.13) cross-examination, sug- 
gestion has been thrown out, which he has denied, 
that after getting defeated in this election the peti- 
tioner’s party had manufactured this pamphlet 
Annexure 2) for the purpose of this election case. 
There is, however, no such allegation In the written 
statement. Even in respondent's evidence no such 
ca-e has been attempted, and, on the other hand, the 
printing of these pamphlets by his admitted incharge 
of Naugachhia election office (R.W. 42) has been 
clearly admitted with this rider that they were never 
distributed but preserved in that office. 

53. To counteract the above evidence of the peti- 
tioner regarding distribution of this pamphlet in 
village Dayalpur, the respondent has examined two 
witnesses of this village. Nawal Kishore Mishra and 
Lai Mohan Jha (R.W. 48 and 49), besides his (res- 
pondent — R.W. 50) own denial regarding its such dis- 
tribution by him or his men. Both these persons 
(R.Ws. 48 and 49) who are students have stated that 
on 4th March 1971 they were in their village all along 
aa their colleges were closed for election and they 


had never noticed Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav having 
ever arrived there and distributed pamphlets like it 
(annexure 2) which they (R.W. 48 and 49) were 
made to read in the Court. I, however, feel greatly 
hesitent to rely upon these statements in the face of 
the aforesaid petitioner’s evidence supported by 
circumstance which go to show its such distribution 
in this village, as alleged. 

54. As regards village Jhandapur, the petitioner’s 
witnesses are P.W. 16) (Adhik Lai Choudhary), P.W. 
20 (Kartik Sah) and P.W. 31 (Kapindra Narain 
Singh) P.Ws. 16 and 20 belong to village Jhandapur 
whereas P.W. 31 is of village Kaharpur, which is six 
miles from village Jhandapur. He (P.W.31) has, how- 
ever, said that the market (Bazar) of his village is 
Jhandapur Bazar. All these persons have deposed 
that on 4th March 1971 between 6-7 p.M. they had 
noticed the arrival of Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav, on 
a jeep, accompanied with some other persona, whom 
they have not named, in Jhandapur Bazar and dis- 
tribution by them of pamphlets like annexure 2. 
They have further said that in course of that distri- 
bution they had also received one such pamphlet 
which they had read. In Court they were made to 
read the pamphlet (annexure 2) and then they said 
that it was identical with the above pamphlet which 
they had received during that distribution by 
Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and his party. 

55. 1 have carefully scrutinised the evidence of the 
above three persons (P.W.16, 20 and 31) and find no 
good reason to discredit the testimony of two of these, 
namely, P.Ws, 10 and 20. There is no material in their 
evidence to prove their deep interest in the petitioner 
so as to take the risk of deposing falsely for him. They 
have assigned reason for the non-preservation of 
these pamphlets which they assert to have received 
on that occasion, and there seems no absurdity in it. 
According to P.W. 16, he had brought that pamphlet 
with him out on that very day his children took it 
away. According to P.W. 20, after he had received it 
he simply read its contents but dropped it at that very 
place without carrying to maintain it. Such a treat- 
ment of much election leaflets by their receivers is 
not very unnatural. 


56. As to the evidence of P.W. 31, in view of his cer- 
tain admissions 1 do not feel absolutely convinced 
about its truthful nature. As already observed, he 
comes from a village (Kaharpur) which is six miles 
from the village of pamphlet distribution (Jhandapur). 
While asserting that his market is Jhandapur Bazar 
he has admitted that he does not visit this bazar daily, 
it was thus a chance that he was in this bazar on 4th 
March 1971 when he is said to have got the pamplet. 
According to his own admission he had completed all 
his purchases in the bazar that day by about 5 p.m. 
It is then not fully understood that as to what made him 
to delay his stay in the bazar till about 6-30 or 7 p.m. 
The normal reaction of a man in his position having 
had to cover a distance of six miles to return home 
would have been to leave it early and not till the 
evening set m. He has also admitted that about 3 or 
4 months before his deposition here he had contested 
the Panchayat Samiti Co-operative election against 
this respondent Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and lost it 
by one vole. His mind, therefore, cannot be treated 
as free from bias against him (respondent). Though 
m his examination-in-chief after going through the 

th? te avf ° f annexu l r f 2, be unequivocally gave out that 
the above pamphlet which he had received from 

Fw Sad Yadav °n 4th March 1971 was 
identical with it (annexure 2), but in cross-examlna- 
tion when he was asked to say the contents of an- 

whfoh v, ^ h ch he had 1ust rea d he said something 
which had no connection with its (annexure 2) con- 
tents. Here its (annexure 2), contents as given out 
ar *i ‘Chun an qbhi isllvo Karaya lisse ki garib 
ianata ko thagne kc n™ ^, lnao ghosana patra nikala 
nai , which have no relevance with its actual con- 
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o7. Even after discarding the evidence of P.W.31, 
tiie petitioner is left with the testimony of the above 
two witnesses (P.Ws. and 20) on this point which 
as I nave already observed, there is no good reason 
to discredit. Against this, the respondent has exa- 
mined five persons (K.Ws.0, 10, 29, 32, and 33) of 
village Jhandapur besides himseif (R.W.5U). Besides 
the denial of respondent (K.W.50) regarding his pre- 
sence alone or with any one else for distribution of 
any such pamphlet in this village on 4th March 1071 
they (H.W.s.6. 10, 29, 32 and 33 ) have also refuted 
the distribution of any such pamphlet there asserting 
that they had ail along been in tne village on that 
day and had never witnessed the arrival of respon- 
dent's party nor distribution of any such pamphlet. 
Having accepted the testimony of above witnesses 
(R.Ws.lG and 20) testifying to its such distribution 
I And myself unable to regard the evidence o'f these 
witnesses of the respondent as fully convincing and 
truthful. Merely because they are five in number 
against petitioner’s two can be no ground for rely- 
ing upon their (R.Ws.) testimony in this behalf, a 
view canvassed for the respondent, because it is not 
the quantity but the quality which matters in assess- 
ing the evidence. 


68. Coming to village Bhamarpur, petitioner’s wit- 
nesses are P.W.26 (Abhinendan Jha.) 27 (Romdeo 
Mandal) and 30 (Gorey Lai Jha). According to P.W. 
26, on 4th March 1971 he had met Gyaneshwar 
Prasad Yadav in his village at about 8 pm. when he 
had come there on a jeep accompanied with 7 other 
persons which included one Balkrishna Jha of his 
(P.W.26) village. His further statement is that as 
soon as the jeep stopped in front of tho shop of 
Digember Jha, where a petromax was burning as 
usual, Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and Balkrishna 
Jha got down from the jeep and the latter began to 
distribute pamphlet of which one he (P.W.25) had 
also received from the hands of Balkrishna Jha. He 
has also said that after receiving that pamphlet he 
went through Its contents; it bore Jan Sangh’s 
Deepak symbol and was entitled “Chunao nahi 
aandhi hai Doshi Indira Gandhi hai". He has also 
stated that among the persons of his village who hud 
also received pamphlet from them during that dis- 
tribution were Dharnidhar Jha, Kalanand Jha, Ram- 
deo Mandal, Gorey Lai Jha and several others whose 
names he does not remember. He has said that he 
lost that pamphlet which he had received from 
Balkrishna Jha after 2-3 days. On being shown 
annexure 2 he has averred that it is identical with 
the above pamphlet which he had received from 
Balkrishna Jha. Of the above named persons, Ram- 
deo Mandal and Gorey Lai Jha have come forward 
to testify on oath regarding such distribution by 
Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and his party on that 
occasion. According to P.W.27 (Ramdeo Mandal), 
after receiving the pamphlet which was of white 
colour on that occasion he passed it on to Dharm- 
dhar Jha because he (P.W.27) is illeterate and he 
(Dharnidhar Jha; read It over to him. His further 
statement is that at that place Abhinendan Jha, 
Kalanand Jha and Gorey Lai Jha were there and 
they had also received pamphlets like him. 
further statement is that after he had got 
pamphlet read over by Dharnidhar Jha/he kept it 
with him but lost it after 5,7 days. As his (P.W.27) 
evidence on this point stands, it does not clearly 
connect that pamphlet of his with the pamphlet in 
Question i.e., annexure 2 to the election petition. 
On receiving his reply that he remembered the con- 
tents of that pamphlet he (P.W.27) wasasKed to 
say those contents and in reply, he stated those con- 
tents to be Ramayan ko Jalaiyo Murti par chappal 
cha aive” which are nowhere mentioned in annexure 
2 (vide hte statements in chief). In the face of this 
anamoly ' the petitioner’s counsel did not purtue the 
matter further with him on this Point. Moreover, 
Ehe above Dharnidhar Jha, through whofn he (P.W. 


His 

that 


2 () admns lo have gut that Pampinet, read af ter re*- 
ceivmg it Decause ne ip.w.27) ia nimsclf completely 
inner ate, lias not come forward to corroborate him 
(H W.27 ) on this point, rlis evidence, in the circum- 
stances, does not appear to be ready neipfui to prove 
Uiat his mat altegea pamphlet actually tallied with 
annexure a. it, now ever, snows tnat there was 
distribution of pamphlets of white colour at, that 
time by Gyanosnwar Prasad Yadav and his party 
because his statement to this effect uoes not appear 
to have been smashed in his cross-examination. Simi- 
lar seems to be the case with the petitioner’s other 
witness on this point who is above Gorey Lai Jha 
(P.W.30). He ia also illiterate. As his statement is, 
on the day preceding the poll day at about 8 a.m. he 
hud seen Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav arriving on a 
jeep to his village with 7 other persons of whom he 
recognised Balkrishna Jha and that he (Barkrishna 
Jha) began to distribute pamphlets in presence of 
Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav. He (P.W .30) has ad- 
mitted that all that he had seen at that time was the 
distribution of those pamphlets by that party though 
there is nothing in his evidence to connect those 
pamphlets whose distribution he asserts to have wit- 
nessed at that time with annexure 2, but his evi- 
dence about such distribution of pamphlets on that 
occasion cannot be said to have been shaken in the 
answers given in his cross-examination. In cross- 
examination it has been taken from him that after 
having received one of those pamphlet's he had 
passed it on to Dharnidhar Jha, himself being illi- 
terate, and Dharmidhar Jha read its contents which 
he heard and they were to the effect ‘‘Ramayan kq 
jalaya jaye aur Indira hawa hai ki kya hai— yahi 
sab tha” and it did not have any other contents. 
Being quite illiterate such an answer from him about 
its contents after a lapse of almost a year cannot be 
said to be an absurdity. His unshaken statement 
about the fact of the arrival of this party and distri- 
bution of the pamphlets, white in colour, is, how- 
ever there. 

69. So far as the above Balkrishna Jha Is concern- 
ed, he has been examined as R.W.8. He has ad- 
mitted that in this Parliamentary election he was 
canvassing votes for the Jan Sangh Party candidate 
Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav in his village and he 
had also worked as his polling agent (vide polling 
agent form Ext. 7). Regard being had to them such 
relation in this parliamentary election his (R.W.8) 
accompanying Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav in distri- 
bution of pamphlets, which was also to be regarded 
as his election work, cannot be wholly overruled. 
No doubt, he (R.W.8) has said that on 4th March 
1971, the day preceding the poll, he was all along 
confined to his house in his village and 
did not go out of his village even for a moment that 
day because the election propaganda had already 
ended under the rules. I, however, feel hesitant to 
rely upon the truth of his such alleged confinement 
inside his house on that day because when he was 
admittedly making propaganda and canvassing votes 
in his village for the Jan Sangh party candidate it 
was only natural for him to continue that 'process 
with equal, if not more, vigour just to the eve of the 
poll instead of sitting tight in his house the whole 
of that day, I do not think there was any bar under 
election rules stopping him from going round in Ids 
village even on that day to canvass support for his 
candidate without making any demonstration about 
it. As he was (R.W.8) admittedly the worker and 
supporter of this candidate in his village (Bhamar- 
pur), if he (candidate) was to visit this village on 
the day (4-3-1971) his presence with him was not only 
natural but very probable. 

60. The other witnesses examined for the respondent 
of this village (Bhamarpur) are R.Ws. 1, 6, 7. 9, 11, 14 
besides the respondent (R.W. 50) . He (H.W. 50) has 
denied to have visited this village Bhamarpur or any 
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of the aforesaid, the villages, Jhandapur and Dayalpur, 
at any time on 4th March, 1971, either alone or m the 
company ol any one else and distributed or got distri- 
buted any pamphlet there. They (Xt.Ws. 1, 5, 7, 9, 
11, and 14) have stated that on ath March, 1971 tney 
were all along in their village (Bhamarpur) and had 
never noticed the arrival of Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav 
alone or with others. They have also denied the dis- 
tribution of any pamphlet in their village on that day 
by Gyaneshwur Prasad Yadav or any one on his behalf. 
It has been pointed out, of these witnesses R.W. 1 is 
an advocate while R.W. 5 is the Headmaster of a High 
School and R.W. 7 is a clerk in that school. R.W. 1 
has admittedly working for the Jan Sangh candidate 
in this election. R.W. 5 has also admitted that this 
respondent is a member of the Managing Committee 
of his school. It has also been pointed out that R.W.14 
admits to be an accused in a dacoity case under sec- 
tion 395, Indian Penal Code, regarding the loot of a 
truck on highway. He (.R.W.14) has no doubt volun- 
teered In this connection that he has been falsely 
implicated in this case by this respondent’s political 
rival Arjun Mishra because of this election- I 
have already discussed the merit of the petitioner’s 
positive evidence in the shape of the statements 
of some persons who have testified on oath to 
have seen with their own eyes the distribution of 
such pamphlets on that day (4-3-1971) in this village 
(Bhamarpur) and accepted it as true having consider- 
ed them in the background of the other circumstances 
relevant on the point. In that context I am not in- 
clined to accept these denials of general nature as 
made by these witnesses, to falsify the story of dis- 
tribution of such pamphlets, as alleged, and proved 
by evidence worth reliance. 

61. Thus having carefully considered all the evidence 
and circumstances on record on this point I have no 
hesitation in holding that the pamphlets like annexure 
2 had been printed, published and distributed in these 
villages, namely, Dayalpur, Jhandapur and Bhamarpur 
on the preceding day of the poll, i.e„ on 4th March, 
1971 in the manner alleged by the petitioner and the 
respondent’s denial of their distribution as such is nont 
worthy of credence. 

62. The question that arises then is whether such 
printing and distribution constituted a corrupt practice 
within section 123 of the Act. According to 
Mr. Thakur Prasad, learned counsel for the respon- 
dent, by no strech of imagination the contents of this 
pamphlet (annexure 2) could be construed to be an 
appeal by the candidate, his agent, or worker with his 
consent to the voters to vote or refrain from voting 
on the ground of religion, race or caste. So also, there 
was nothing in it to make it in any way the promotion 
of or attempt to promote feelings of enmity or hatred 
between different calsses of the citizens of India on 
the grounds of religion, race or cast on behalf of his 
client or his agent or any other person with his consent 
for the furtherence of the prospects of his election or 
to prejudicially effect the election of his opponent. On 
these facts, according to learned counsel, this pam- 
phlet. even if it be assumed to have been published 
by his client and men, could not come under the mis- 
chief of either sub-section (3) or (3A) of this section. 
On the other hand, the argument of Mr. K. P. Verma, 
learned counsel for the petitioner, is that this pam- 
phlet is clearly hit by sub-section (3) because the 
contents of its paragraphs 5, 7, and 9 when read indi- 
vidually or collectively manifestly meant to arouse the 
rellgous sentiments of Hindu voters for the purpose of 
securing their votes in his (respondent) favour against 
the petitioner. 

63. It cannot be disputed that to find out the correct 
and true import of this pamphlet (annexure 2) to 
decide whether it attracts any of the provisions of 
section 123 or not its contents must be read as a whole 
and not in part here and there. To investigate this 
point, I think, it will be better to recite here the 


pamphlet, as it stands. It is in Hindi in Devnagari 
script;, '-translated into English it will read: 

“It is not an election but a storm for which Indira 
Gandhi is guilty. 

1. Indira Gandhi has got this midterm election 

held one year before the schedule because in 
the montn of March heavy taxation would 
have been made on tne public resulting in 
price of daily necessities soaring sky high 
and then Indira Congress would have been 
liquidated. 

2. The Indma Congress had managed to increase 

its seat in Kerala by entering into unholy 
alliance with Muslim League and Communist 
Party and being power mad she has forced 
election on the public, 

3. The daily expense according to Government 

statistics on our country is Prime Minister 
Indira Gandhi is Rs. 25000 when the average 
income of an individual in the country is Rs. 
15/- anneas per day. 

4. Indiraji filed the nomination paper of Shri 

Reddy as her party candidate but at the time 
of election she betrayed him. 

5. In Madras she made alliance of her party and 

also mortgaged it to Dravida Munnetra Kar- 
zham party which had burnt Ramayan and 
showered chappals on the image of Ram. 

6. She dishonoured India by sending its represen- 

tative to the Rawat Muslim conference. 

7. For making alliance with Muslim League and 

to secure votes she had taken the symbol of 
cow-calf. 

8. During her regine she had got soil of Bengal be 

sweered with blood and in the Ravindra 
Sarovar incident many mothers and sisters 
were molested. 

9. She feels shy in calling herself srimati Feroz 

Gandhi and in order to deceive voters she 
calls herself a Hindu when in India domicile 
of every wife is that of her husband. 

10. She had got a sum of Rs. 36 crores given to 
her son San jay Gandhi to manufacture baby 
car through bank nationalisation when in the 
country lac of engineers are unemployed and 
public are groaning under poverty. 

11. She had realised election subscriptions from 

big industries and mill owners due to which 
clothes, medicines, salt, irorn, paper, soap, etc. 
had got involved In Indira’s high prices. 

12. After making electoral alliance with commu- 
nist she misled general public and is making 
the country look to Russia and China (in 
this Katihar Parliamentary constituency the 
agents of Communists using red flags are roam- 
ing about and doing toutism for Indira Con- 
ress) , 

1, Hence it is appealed to the voters that they should 
make Shri Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav who is a young 
farmer candidate representing the Nationalist Parly 
and Democratic Front victorious in this election by 
affixing their election seal on his Deepak symbol. 

Publicity Department 
Bhartiya Jan Sangh 

Deepak Symbol 
Krishna Press 
Naugachhia." 

64. An examination of the above contents of the 
pamphlet will show that they were criticisms of the 
Congress Party and it leader Srimati Indira Gandhi. 
No doubt these criticisms were very bitter, and at 
places tended to be indecent but at no place it con- 
tains anything which can be construed as an appeal 
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by tne respondent his agent or worker to vote ior 
him or retrain irom voting for his opponent on the 
ground or religion, race or caste. Similarly, there is 
nothing in this document purporting to be issued by 
publicity department of tne respondent’s party, 
which can bo read us a promotion 01 or an attempt lo 
promote feeling of enmity or hatred between classes 
of citizens of India on grounds of religion etc, by the 
respondent or his agent or worker tor the further- 
ence of his prospects of election or to prejudicially 
affect the election of the other side. Alter having 
levelled its criticisms in the foregoing portions of the 
pamphlet ugainst the Congress party and its leader 
an appeal in the end was made to the voters to exer- 
cise their iranchise in favour of Gyaneshwar Prasad 
Yadav (respondent) who was described to be a 
young farmer candidate representing the Nationalist 
party and Democratic Front by whicn they obviously 
meant the Jan Sangh Party. 

65. In its (annexure 2) paragraphs 5, 7 and 9 on 
which the petitioner has mainly relied to substantiate 
his contention that they clearly meant to arouse tho 
religious sentiments of Hindu voters and by that 
means to capture their votes for the respondent, it is 
difficult to construe them as an appeal m the name 
of religion as to be hit by sub-section (3) or 3(A) of 
section 123. According to learned respondent’s coun- 
sel, the allegations made in paragraphs 5 and 7 were 
mere statement of facts because it was well known 
that In this parliamentary election there was electoral 
alliance between the two parties, namely, Ruling 
Congress and the D.M.K. and it was also well known 
that in that State (Madras) some fanatic workers of 
the D.M.K. had burnt Ramayan and had also thrown 
shoes on the image of Ram which had led to great 
agitation in the public. So also, there was alliance 
between the Congress and the Muslim League in 
some States like Kerala etc. On these facts, the at- 
tention of the public to them by referring to them in 
this leaflet it cannot be said that they meant to 
secure Hindu votes by appealing to them in the name 
of religion as envisaged in this law. His submission 
further is that these criticisms of the Congress Party 
and its leader as also the other ones in this leaflet 
were purely political and had nothing to do with 
religion. 

66. The election petitioner (P.W.39) has admitted 
that he has heard about political party of Madras 
known as Dravida Munnetra Karzham (DMK) and 
in the Parliament the members of that party sit with 
him. He has also admitted that in 1971 elections to 
Lok Sabha and Assembly in Madras State had been 
held at one and the same time and in that Assembly 
election the Congress party had not set up any can- 
didate for election in that State and so also in that 
Lok Sabha election the D.M.K. had not set up any 
candidate at many of the seats in Madras. His admis- 
sion further is that that step of the Congress not to 
set up any candidate in 1971 Assembly election in 
Madras was because of an electoral alliance with the 
D.M.K. He has also said that because of that electoral 
alliance it might be that D.M.K, had not contested the 
10 Lok Sabha seats in Madras in 1971 and had left 
those seats for the Congress Party. 

67. Refering to the statement of the petitioner 
(P.W.39) in paragraph 17 of his evidence that he 
does not know of any burning of the epic Ramayan or 
hurling of chappals on the image of Ram by the men 
of D.M.K. which, according to learned respondent’s 
counsel, is only a feigned ignorance on his part, the 
counsel has argued that in fact there was such an 
Incident in Madras in which some of the fanatic 
members belonging to the D.M.K. had burnt Rama- 

an and also hurled shoes on the image of Ram which 
ad led to severe agitation in that state and also 
vehement protests in northern India in general, 
because of their devotion to Ram and Ramayan, and It 
was only in that situation that those facts have been 
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mentioned in the leaflet (annexure 2) which was 
notlung but statement of facts meant to criticise the 
Congress and its leader for their alliance with such 
a reactionary party (D.M.K.) and it was never 
meant to oe un appeal on the ground of religion urging 
tile Hindu voters to exercise their franchise in favour 
of the respondent for that reason. According to coun- 
sel that laet of insult to Ram and Ramayan in that 
way in Madras by those fanatics had gained Buch 
notoriety and publicity in the country and had 
assumed the form of such serious law and order prob- 
lem in that State that he would be justified in re- 
questing the Court to take judicial notice of it. 

68. As the statement on this point in the relevant 
paragraph (No. 5) of the concerned pamphlet 
(annexure 2) stands, it is manifest that it meant to 
criticise the leader of the Congress party for making 
alliance with D.M.K. It would, perhaps, be wrong to 
interpret this to be in any way a religious appeal to 
the Hindu voters to cast their votes for the Jan 
Sangh candidate on that account. While levelling the 
various criticisms against the Congress party in thlB 
pamphlet the Jan Sangh appears to have made men- 
tion of this fact also along with others as a part of 
their criticism of that party. As such, the petitioner’s 
argument that this statement was nothing but a 
garbed appeal to the Hindu voters in the name of 
religion to dissuade them from voting for the peti- 
tioner and cast their votes in favour of the respondent 
for that reason, cannot be accepted. 

69. While considering the question whether the 
election poster issued by Akali Dal candidate appeal- 
ing to Sikh voters to cast their votes In favour of 
Panth candidate amounted to corrupt practice of 
appealing to voters on the ground of Sikh religion 
their Lordships of the Supreme Court in Kultar Singh 
v. Mukhtiar Singh (A.I.R. 1965 Supreme Court 141) 
laid down the principles to be applied and to be borne 
in mind by courts in considering such documents in 
the following words: — 

‘‘In considering the question as to whether a par- 
ticular appeal made by a candidate falls 
within the mischief of S.123(3) Courts should 
not be astute to read into the words used in 
the appeal anything more than can be at- 
tributed to them on its fair and reasonable 
construction. The principles which have to be 
applied in construing such a document as an 
election poster are well settled. The docu- 
ment must be read as a whole and its purport 
and effect determined in a fair, objective and 
reasonable manner. In reading such docu- 
ments, it would be unrealistic to Ignore the 
fact that when election meetings are held and 
appeals are made by candidates of opposing 
political parties, the atmosphere is usually 
surcharged with partisan feelings and emo- 
tions and the use of hyperboles or exaggerated 
language, or the adoption of metaphors, and 
the extravagance of expression in attacking 
one another, are all a part of the game; and so; 
when the question about the effect of speeches 
delivered or pamphlets distributed at election 
meetings Is argued in the cold atmosphere of 
a judicial chamber, some allowance must be 
made and the impugned speeches or pamph- 
lets must be construed in that light. In doing 
so, however, it would be unreasonable to 
Ignore the question as to what the effect of 
the said speech or pamphlet would be on the 
mind of the ordinary voter who attends such 
meetings and reads the pamphlets or hears 
the speeches. 

In the case of K. C. Sharma v. Krishi Pandit Rlshab 
Kumar and others (A.I.R. 1960 Madhya Pradesh 27) 

their Lordships held that an appeal to vote for the 
candidate to protect the mother-cow Is not an appeal 
on the ground of religion and similarly an appeal 
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made to religious minded people generally, and not 
merely to the followers of a particular religion, to 
vote for the candidate to protect their religion is not 
appeal to vote on the ground of religion. In the case 
of Ghayat All Khun v. Keshav Gupta (A.I.R. 1959 

Allahabad 264) their Lordships while considering the 
document concerned to And out whether it meant an 
appeal on the ground of religion held as follows: — 

“Even if the appeal to the members of a particular 
community, it does not necesarily fall with- 
in the mischief of sub-sec (3) of sec. 123 of 
the Act, unless the appeal is made on the 
ground of religion or community. There may 
be cases where, in the grab of criticism of the 
acts or supposed acts of a political party, an 
attempt is made to make an appeal on the 
ground of religion. If such is found to be the 
case, the appeal may be held to fall within 
the mischief of S.123(3) of the Act. The con- 
tents of a particular document have, therefore, 
to be taken as a whole and, after a considera- 
tion of the entire document, a decision has to 
be arrived at whether the document contains 
merely criticism of the actions of a political 
party or it is really an appeal on ground of 
religion. Similarly, if a political party is cri- 
ticised on the ground that it has a 

communal outlook and that its policy 

is to suppress the members of an- 

other community, for example the Jan 
Sangh, or the Muslim League and if it is 
stated that people should not vote for any of 
these communal organisations, because the 
essential policy of these organisations, is to 
further the ends of the Hindus or the Mus- 
lims, at the cost of the members of the other 
community, the appeal in such cases also 
would be to the members of the Hindu or the 
Muslim community, but it would not be on 
the ground of religion or community, but on 
the ground of the wrong policy of the parti- 
cular organisation. This would be a criticism 
of the policy of the organisation and not an 
appeal to vote or to refrain from voting on 
the ground of religion or community. If the 
Legislature really meant to prohibit an 
appeal to a community, it could easily have 
said so, instead of saying on the ground of 
religion." 


70. The Supreme Court decision in Shubnath 
Deogam v. Ram Narain Pd. and others (A. I. R. 1960 
Supreme Court 148), relied upon by the petitioner 
to bring this pamphlet (annexure 2) within the 
ambit of section 123 (3) of the Act, does not to my 
mind apper to be effective for him. Their Lordships 
in that case construed the concerned leaflet, quoted 
in extenso in the judgment, and held the appeal made 
therein to be an appeal on the ground of religion in 
view of the fact that the leaflet was addressed to the 
electorate mainly consisting of Adivasis and was 
issued by the candidate’s party consisting of Adivasl* 
in the name of a cock which was the party’s symbol 
in the election and which amongst the Adivasis formed 
very inmportant integral part of religious ceremonies 
and it invoked wrath of the deities on the electorate 
in case they forgot the cock, that is, to forgot to vote 
for the party of which it was the symbol. 


71. Thus on a careful consideration of all the above 
facts I have no doubt in my mind that this pumphlet 
(annexure 2 to the election petition) was purely 
political In character and its contents meant to criticise 
the opposite political party, namely, Congress and its 
leader, and It did not contain any thing which could 
be treated, as an appeal on the ground of religion, 
race caste etc. by the concerned candidates, namely, 
respondent or his agent or worker to secure votes for 


him or to refrain from voting for the election peti- 
tioner for that reason. So also, nothing in it couid be 
construed as a promotion or an attempt to promote 
feelings of enmity of hatered between different classes 
on grounds of religion, race etc. by the respondent, 
his agent or worker for the furtherance of the pros- 
pects of his election or to prejudically affect the elec- 
tion of the petitioner. That being the position, it does 
not seem to attract any provisoin of secton 123 and 
its printing, publication and distribution by the res- 
pondent and his men could not constitute a corrupt 
practice within the meaning of this section. 

72. Then comes the question of the printing, publi- 
cation and distribution of the other pamphlet, annex- 
ure 1 to the election petition which has since been 
tendered in evidence and marked Ext. 2/d. Accord- 
ing to the election petitioner (P.W.39) he had received 
this pamphlet (Ext, 2/d) from Bhairo Singh (P.W.l) 
of village Telghi at Naugachhia Khadl Bhandar 2-3 
days after the poll. As he (P.W.39) has stated, on that 
day when he was it Khadi Bhandar he met P.W.l 
and enquired of him about the voting on which he (P.W. 
1 ) took out this pamphlet and passed it on to him saying 
that one day before the poll he had got it when 
Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and party were distribut- 
ing such pamphlets in his village, and hearing this, 
he (P.W.39) kept this pamphlet with him and event- 
ually enclosed it with the election petition. Two more 
copies of this pamphlet have been produced in Court 
by P.W.3 Arjun Sing of village Telghi and P. W, 9 
Bashist Narain Singh of village Madrauni and they 
have been marked as Exts. 2 and 2/a. They assert 
to have got these pamphlet in their village while 
they were being distributed by the respondent and 
his party on the day preceding the poll, i. e., on 
4. 3. 1971. 

73. Though in schedule 1 of the election petition 
which purports to list the particulars regarding the 
distribution of the two pamphlets (annexure 1 and 2 to 
the election petition) it has not been specifically men- 
tioned as to in which particular village or villages 
which of these pamphlets was distributed, but while 
leading evidence in Court in this regard, the petition- 
er’s case about the distribution of annexure 1 has been 
confined to only six villages, namely, Telghi, Nauga- 
chhia, Pakra Madruauni, Gosaigaon and Saidpur 
(Telghi pertains to Bhipur Assembly Constituency) 
and the rest five all in Gopnlpur Assembly Constituen- 
cy. 

74. As already observed, the respondent has em- 
phatically denied the printing, publication and distri- 
bution of this pamphlet (annexure 1 by him or by his 
agents and workers. He asserts that he or his men 
had nothing to do with this pamphlet and he came to 
know about it for the first lime after receiving sum- 
mons in this case. He has alleged that as it appeared 
to him, after his defeat this pamphlet had been created 
and manufactured for the purpose of this election 
case from petitioner’s side. 

75. First I propose to take up the question of its 
(annexure 1) printing. According to its print line it 
was printed in Shri Gopal Press, Naugachhla-71. It 
was addressed to the public of Naugachhia and Gopal- 
pur and purported to be an humble appeal to every 
person of those police stations possessing progressive 
views. When translated in English it reads thus: — 

“To the people of Naugachhia and Gopalpur. 
Humble appeal to each and every person of 
this thana naving progressive views. 

(Deepk Symbol), 

Gentlemen 

(1) It goes without any dispute that the appeasing 
policy ot Indra Gandhi for the Communist and 
Muslims is dangerous and quite deterlmental to the 
interest Of the promising youngsters, middle class 
farmers, labourers, lawyers, teachers, doctors and 
professors. 
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(2) Even the different parties of the country hav- 
ing different views among the another have been com- 
pelled to raise a dreadful voice on the rising steps of 
Indira Gandhi cloaked as a dictator, on Ker Reing a 
day dreamer for becoming Devi Ji, Kali Ji, and on 
her i.e., on India’s last Prime Minister’s policy of 
dictatorship for land grab, crop grap, abduction of 
women, commission of dacoity even in the hours of 
evening and causing ruins to both rich and poor 
equally. 

(3) During the regime of this Mahadevi the police 
Incharge of law and order have become so inactive 
that holders of land are being killed in braod day 
light by beat of drum and their dead bodies are made 
traceless. In the case of a Hindu his most important 
last rites are his funeral rites. 

(4) On the 1st March, 1971, Monday, Baba Baidya- 
nath has given a command to his Sardar Panda that 
during the regime of Indira his devotees had to 
Undergo great sufferings. So he should carry his 
message to the house of every devotee that they should 
vote by affixing seal on the Deepak symbol of the 
Jan Sangh Party the upholder of cow-brahmin reli- 
gion. The family who will disobey his this direction 
will lose its every member within six months so that 
none will be left in that family to light a lamp therein. 
This message was the prediction for future of Baba 
Baidyanath. 

(6) So every class of Naugachhia and Gopalpur is 
being humbly requested to make Gyaneshwar Yadav 
candidate of the country's saviour Jan Sangh vic- 
torious by a large majority of votes if they wanted to 
live a peaceful life as previously and to usher in real 
socialism. 

We are the youngmen of 
Naugachhia and Gopalpur.” 

70. According to Mr. K. P. Verma, learned counsel 
for the petitioner, paragraph 4 of this pamphlet 
attracts the provision of section 123(2) (ii) as 
it induces the electors to believe that they 
would be rendered an object of divine 

displeasure if they did not cast their 
votes in favour of the respondent who was the 
candidate of the Jan Sangh Party with Deepak symbol 
He has further urged that its paragraph 3 is also hit 
by the provision of this section inasmuch as it was 
nothing but an appeal on the ground of religion to 
the Hindu voters to make them vote for the respon- 
dent on that account. So far as paragraph 3 is con- 
cerned I am unable to agree with his contention. It 
is difficult to construe its content as an appeal on the 
ground of religion or community to induce them to 
vote for him (respondent) or to refrain from voting 
for the petitioner. It meant to criticise the deteriora- 
ting law and order position alleging that land owners 
were being murdered in broad dav light and their 
dead bodies were made traceles s so that their last rites 
which w°re made important for Hindus could nut be 
performed, Mr. Verma's view that the clear object 
In mentioning about these rites was to create reli- 
gious hatred in the mind of Hindu voters and to dis- 
suade them from exercising their franchise in favour 
of the petitioner who was the Congress candidate 
cannot prevail. This statement has got to be read in 
the context of the previous statement of this para- 
graph, and when this is read as a whole the state- 
ment in it including that relating to last rites would 
appear to be a case of political criticism of her regime 
in the matter of law and order by her opposing poli- 
tical party. As regards the statement in paragraph 
4. it seems to be clearly hit by above sub-section 
(2) (ii) of section 12,1. Mr. Thakur Prasad, learned 
counsel for the respondent has also fairly conceded 
to this legal position regarding this matter. He has, 
^owpver, seriouslv urged that since his client had 
nothing to do with the printing of this pamphlet, its 
publication or distribution with such a statement is of 
no consequence against him and his election cannot 
be Interfered with on this account. 


77. In paragraph 9 of the election petition the 
petitioner has alleged in a general way that the res- 
pondent had got this pamphlet printed through his 
agents and workers in Gopal Press, Naugachhia, just 
a day before the poll distributed them among the 
voters particularly of Naugachhia and Gopalpur 
Assembly constituencis which damageed the result 
and prospect of his (petitioner) election. For the 
first time in Court petitioner’s witness Rastk Lai Modi 
(P.W. 36). who is said to be his only ‘eye witness on' 
the point of its printing, has alleg d in his evidence 
that on 4-3-1971 at about 9 a.m. Gyandeswar Babu 
(respondent) had personally gone to Gopal Press 
along with him (P.W.36) where he (respondent) 
paid the balance printing charge of Rs. 16/- and took 
delivery of these printed pamphlets 2000 in number 
The value of this statement as also his (P.W.36) 
other evidence, will, however, be examind later. 


78. After filing of thiB election petition on 23-4-1971 
the election petitioner called for the manuscript 
of this pamphlet, bill book, etc. (items 1, 2 and 3) 
from the Gopal Press, Naugachhia in his petition dated 
13th September, 1971. On this petition the Gopal Press 
was noticed to file these documents in Court. In reply 
to that on 15th November, 1971. Vishwanath Lahirl, pro- 
prietor of this press, filed an affidavit stating that all 
these documents had been taken away by Shri Devendra 
Sharma who was the main worker of this pehhoner 
Shri Sita Ram Keshri. It was further stated that this 
Devendra Shrama came to the Press nearly a month 
after the election and asked him (Presa proprietor) 
whether Reghunandan Sao, Mukhiya had given any 
leaflet for publication and on being infortned that a 
person who had given his name as Kaghiihandan Sao 
had given orders for printing pamphlet entitled 
Naugachhia or Gopalpur ke jantaon ke naam. Is 
thana ke pratyek Paragatisheel Vichar Rakhne Walon 
se Namra Niveran” in the evening of 4-3-1971 but it 
could not be printed on the 5th March, 1971 due to 
machinery trouble and was printed on 0-3-1971 and 
delivery given to that Raghunandan Sao later on, he 
(Devendra Sharma) gav e out that he wanted to file 
a case and so he took away all those documents from 
the Press promising 1 to return them after the case 
had been filed; since he has not returned those docu- 
ments he (Press proprietor) was unable to file them 
in Court. On these averments the Press proprietor 
requested the Court to exempt him from producing 
these documents because they were not in his posses- 
sion, On 29-11-1971 the above Devendra Sharma filed 
his reply refuting the above allegations of the Press in 
its affidavit dated 15-11-1971 regarding his (Deven- 
dra Sharma) taking away those documents. He alle- 
ged that the Press proprietor was under the thumb 
and influence of the respondent and his party and 
had made those allegations against him (Devendra 
Sharma) in their collusion to create a false defence 
in this case, In paragraph 5 of this reply he alleged 
that this leaflet had been printed by and on behalf of 
the respondent before 5-8-1971 and as required by 
law the Press had forwarded a copy of this leaflet to 
the District Magistrate, Bhagalpur on 6-3-1971 ” 7 ’ -h 
was received in that office on 6-3-1971 and on en- 
quiry when he (Devendra Sharma) learnt that’ a copy 
of the leaflet was available in that office he (Devendra 
Sharma) obtained its certified copy, which he enclos- 
ed with this reply. In his reply while admitting that 
he (Devendra Sharma) was a worker of the petition- 
er it was asserted that he was not his mam worker 
in ’this election, Since this reply of Devendra Sharma 
contained certain allegation against the responden 
the latter filed his rejoinder refuting those allegations 
made against him, in his rejoinder. dated flth December, 
1971 In paragraph 4 of this rejoinder the respondent 
asserted that this leaflet had never seen the light of 
the day on 5th March 1971 or on any P^vious dav and 
as respondent had learnt on enquiry, this leaflet was 
printed on 6th March 1971 after the polling was over 
on Oth March 1971. 
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7 9. There is nothing in the statement of the peti- 
tioner (P.W.39) to throw any direct light to support 
ilia allegation that this pamphlet (anncxure 11 had 
been printed by the respondent, his agents or workers 
in Gopal Press on 4th March 1971. In fact, his evi- 
dence as it stands, appears to be almost of no signi- 
ficance so far it concerns his case of actual printing 
and distribution of this leaflet by the respondent ana 
his men. Similarly, the evidence of above Devendra 
Sharma (P.W. 33), who had admittedly worked for 
the petitioner in this election and is doing necessary 
pairvi in this case on his behalf is also not of any 
particular assistance in thla behaif, He (P.W. 33) has 
stated that he had never been to Naugachhia either 
during this election or even after that. He has also 
admitted that even after being told regarding the 
printing and distribution of this pamphlet by the peti- 
tioner, that it had been printed at Gopal Press, Nau- 
gachhia and that he (P.W. 33) should try to ascertain 
about It, he did not go to that press. As his evidence 
stands as a whole, it is manifest that he has no per- 
sonal knowledge as to who had got this pamphlet 
printed in Gopal Press and when. 

80. As already observed, in his above reply affidavit 
dated 29th November, 1971 he (Devendra Sharma 
P.W. 33) has alleged that proprietor of the Gopal Press 
had made allegations against him regarding the taking 
away of those Press papers on the plea that he had 
to file an election case because he (Press proprietor) 
was under the thumb and influence of the respondent 
and his party, and had made those allegations in their 
collusion to create a false defence in this case. In 
cross-examination, he (P.W. 33) has admitted that 
the basis of his, this allegation against the Press was 
only because in his aforesaid affidavit the Press prop- 
rietor had made insinuation against him (P.W. 33) 
regarding his taking away of those papers and that 
was why he (P.W. 33) had presumed that he was 
under the influence of the other camp though he (P.W. 
33) had no personal knowledge of his (Press prop- 
rietor) being bo. 

81. In paragraph 4 of his above reply dated 29th 
November, 1971, this Devendra Sharma has refuted 
the statement of the Press proprietor in his affidavit 
that he was the main worker of this petitioner in 
this election in Naugachhia area asserting that he was 
simply a worker of the petitioner. It may, however, 
be worthwhile to mention that he (Devendra Sharma) 
could well be called the main men of the petitioner in 
this case. As it was observed all along the hearing 
of this election petition he (Devendra Sharma) had 
been sitting and Instructing the petitioner’s counsel. 
As it appears from the reports, moat of the affidavits 
of the petitioner have been sworn by him (Devendra 
Sharma). The petitioner, as it could be noticed, dur- 
ing the long hearing of the case, had appeared in Court 
only once and that was when he was examined as 
a witness on 8th March, 1972 (Its hearing commenced 
on 17th January, 1972 and ended on 27th March, 1972), 

82. The petitioner’s first list of 143 witnesses was 
filed In the court on 13th September, 1971. In this 
list the above proprietor of the Gopal Press was cited 
as witness No. 1. On the same day the petitioner 
filed another petition regarding his list of document 
to be "called for and in this petition the above docu- 
ments like order book, bill book etc., of the Gopal 
Press were sought to be called for from its proprietor. 
As I have already shown, on 15th November, 1971 the 
Gopal Press proprietor had filed the above affidavit 
explaining the absence of those documents from his 
custody alleging that thev had already been taken 
awav by one Devendra Sharma who was the main 
worker of the petitioner on the plea that he had to 
file an election case and would return them after the 
case bad been filed, but he. did not do so. Except 
filing of the above reply, dated 29th November, 1971 
In which Devendra Sharma refuted these allegations 
against him, no step was taken by the petitioner to have 


this Press proprietor in the witness box though, as no- 
ticed above, he was cited as his first witness in his 
above witness list dated 13th September, 1971. It has 
been argued for the petitioner that after the proprietor 
had become hostile to him which was evident from the 
false allegations that he made in his above affidavit 
dated 15th November, 197 1^ there was no use for the 
petitioner to try to bring him into the witness box be- 
cause he was bound to depose against him. This argu- 
ment is not fully persuasive. If the petitioner was sure 
that the proprietor had gone over to the other camp 
and it was because of this that he had filed that false 
affidavit alleging taking away of those papers from 
Press by the petitioner’s worker Devendra Sharma 
though they were still in its custody he could well 
get him into the Witness box and by his cross-exami- 
nation, if found necessary, could show that those alle- 
gations were untrue and the papers were still with 
him and he was withholding them from the Court list 
they disclosed the correct state of affairs In this 
matter. Instead of doing so, he has, however, remain- 
ed satisfied with only the above reply, dated 29th 
November, 1971 sworn by Devendra Sharma refuting 
the statements made in his (Press proprietor), affida- 
vit in that behalf. The petitioner’s reluctance to get 
the proprietor into the witness box in spile of citing 
him as his witness No. 1 in his earliest list, according 
to learned respondent’s counsel, was not for the 
reason that he had gone over to the other camp but 
because he was afraid that in his deposition in Court 
he would disclose the truth about this matter which 
would prove the correctness of his statements in his 
affidavit about the taking away of those papers by 
Devendra Sharma in that manner. 

83. As I have already said, the only person whom 
the petitioner has examined as eye witness of the 
printing of this pamphlet (annexure 1) by the res- 
pondent and his men, is Rasik Lai Modi (P.W. 36) of 
village Suktia Bazar. Before I examine his evidence 
it seems worthwhile to mention that he (P.W. 36) 
was admittedly the polling agent of this respondent 
on a polling booth in his village (vide Ext. 1.), He 
(P.W. 36) has also admitted that besides being res- 
pondent’s polling agent he had also done propaganda 
and canvassing for him In this Parliamentary election. 

84. It is thus interesting to find that though at the 
time of this election he was actively helping the res- 
pondent he has now thought fit to come as a witness 
for his adversary and that also on a vital question 
regarding the printing of this pamphlet which, as 
already show clearly contains some statement 
which if held to be his (respondent! doing will invali- 
date his election and may also involve him in further 
punishment in law. It is also noticed that in his 
list of 142 witnesses, dated 13th September, 1971, no 
mention was made of his (P.W. 36) name. He was 
cited as a witness by the petitioner for the first time 
on 17th January, 1972, the date on which the hearing 
of this case began. This delay In his name as a wit- 
ness for the petitioner cannot be said to have been 
convincingly explained. He (P.W. 36) has admitted 
that after the poll was over in this election, which, as 
already shown, took place on 5th March, 1971, he went 
out from the village to sell betel and returned to the 
village after a fortnight when he disclosed to his 
co-villagers regarding the printing and distribution 
of such pamphlets by and on behalf of Gyaneshwar 
Prasad Yndav. so. according to his own admission, he 
had disclosed this fact to his co-villagers by 20th March. 
1971. In the election petition, which was filed on 23rd 
April. 1971, bis name was, however, not mentioned 
anvwhere on this point So also, none of those villa- 
gers has been examined to corroborate him regarding 
his such disclosure. 

85. His (P.W. 36) evidence Is that two dnvs before 
this poll f which took nlsce on 5th March. 1971) 
Raghunandan Sao of R Siangan), who according to him. 
was working for the Jan Sangh in this election, came 
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to his (P,W. 36) house at about 9 A.M. and asked him 
to accompany him to Naugachhia for getting the pam- 
phlet for Gyaneshwar Babu printed; on reaching 
Naugachhia at 10 A.M. he and Raghunandan Sao went 
to Gopal Press when the latter gave a maunscript 
which was in the hand of Gyaneshwar Babu for print- 
ing; he (P.W. 36) had read the contents of that manu- 
script while they on the way from their village to 
Naugachhia; at the Press the signature of Raghunan- 
dan Sao was taken on a Press paper and he (P.W. 36) 
also signed as a witness on that paper; the printing 
charge was fixed at Rs. 20/- out of which Raghunandan 
Sao made an advance of Rs. 4/- at that time; as asked 
by the Press they returned that day at about 4 P.M. 
and corrected the proof copy; they were called to the 
Press next day at 10 A.M. to take delivery of the 
printed pamphlet; next morning at about 9 A.M. when 
he (P.W. 36) was still at Naugachhia Gyaneshwar 
Prasad Yadav accompanied with 4 or 5 persons arrived 
on a jeep and from there they all, including Raghu- 
nandan Sao, went to the Press where Gyaneshwar 
Babu gave the balance of Rs. 16/- and took delivery of 
the printed pamphlets which numbered 2000; he (P.W', 
36) took one of those printed pamphlets and read its 
contents but subsequently parted with it in village 
Saidpur to a student who had asked for it. On being 
asked by the petitioner’s counsel he (P.W. 36) read 
the pamphlet (annexure 1) in Court and said that it 
(annexure 1) was indentical to the above pamphlets 
delivered to Ganeshwar Babu. 

86. In his (P.W. 36) cross-examination while admit- 
ting that he had not participated in any way in the 
correction of the proof copy of this pamphlet but had 
simply seen Raghunandan Sao reading it when he was 
iust looking at it sitting by the side of Raghunandan 
Sao, he has tried to give the contents of this pamphlet 
which are reproduced in paragraph 29 of his evidence. 
A comparision of this statement with the contents of 
the pamphlet (annexure 1) shows that there is hardly 
any connection between the two. He has admitted 
that except this he does not know its other contents. 

87. In paragraph 31 he (P.W. 36) has admitted that 
his above meeting with Ganeshwar Prasad Yadav at 
Naugachhia on 4th March 1971 at 10 A.M. was his first 
and last meeting with him. It is not easily under 
stood why then Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav felt the 
necessity of carrying this man to the Press along with 
others on a jeep where he is said to have gone that 
time to take delivery of the printed pamphlets. 

88. This pamohlet contained a very damaging para- 
graph which if proved to be his dr.-'-g 

was bound to put him in trouble : n •« ' 

filed against him in case of his su( 1 ■!■<■ . 

As it appears, the respondent was not new to the 
nolitical field. Prior to that he had fought elections. 
In 1967 he had contested the Bihar State Assembly 
election from Bihpur Assembly constituency and won. 
In 1957 also he bad contested such an election from 
that constituency but lost it. In 1969 afto he had con- 
tested the State Assembly election but got defeated. 
Having regard to his such political antecedent it can 
be assumed that he (respondent R.W. 501 was aware 
of the evil consequences of this pamphlet In such a 
circumstance, it could be well presumed that respon- 
dent’s normal feeling in its printing would have been 
to do it as secretly as possibly. Accordingly, the story 
of his taking away this witness fPW 36) with him 
while going to the Press to take its delivery when this 
was their first meeting in life does net at aU anneal. 
This suspicion gets stronger when his (P.W. 361 admis- 
sion that he had never done any work of the .Ian 
Ranch Party beofre he alleged going to the press with 
Raghunandan Sao is also taken into consideration. 

gq As he fPW. 361 has said in paragraph 14 about 
a month ago before 3rd February. 197?. his co-villagers 
fChamanh olio' Champn Jaiswall who was the poll- 
ing agent of this election petitioner on his village 


booth No. 94 where he (P.W. 36) was working as the 
polling agent of the respondent made enquiry from 
him regarding its printing in the above manner and 
though he (P.W. 36) was very hesitant in the beginn- 
ing to disclose it to him but on his insistance he (P.W. 
36) disclosed it to him. In paragraph 35 of his cross- 
examination he (P.W. 36) has further stated that after 
the poll of this election was over he went out of his 
village and returned back after about a fortnight and 
disclosed to this Chaman Jaiswal along with other 
villagers as to how he had been taken as above by 
Raghunandan Sao for printing those pamphlets and 
also about making necessary correctionss in the proof 
copy at the press and the press taking their signatures 
on its papers. He has further said that in that course 
he had informed them as to how he had gone to the 
Press in the company of Gyaneshwar Babu at 10 A.M. 
that day and the delivery of the printed pamphlets to 
Gyaneshwar Babu ater realising from him the neces- 
sary printing charges was made. In spite of such 
alleged disclosure to Chamanji and other villagers on 
or about 20th March, 1971 it is surprising that there is 
not even a whisper in the election petition about this 
important fact which was filed on 23rd April, 1971. 
Moreover, this Chamanji, though he was cited as m 
witness (No. 141) in the petitioner's witness list dated 
13th September, 1971 and has served the summons on 
him (P.W. 36) on 13th January, 1972, has not been 
brought to the witness box to corroborate him (P.W. 

36) on this point. So also, none of those other villagers 
has come forward to say so. In the same way Vish- 
wanath Kapur of village Abhiya Bazar, to whom he 
(P.W. 36) asserts to have disclosed these facts on that 
occasion, has not been examined. This Vishwanath 
Kapur, according to him (P.W. 36), is a leader of the 
Congress Party in this area. It is also seen that on 
behalf of the petitioner this Vishwanath Kapur had 
sworn an affidavit in this case on 25th January, 1972. 

90. The above Raghunandan Sao has not been before 
Court on behalf of any party. According to the peti- 
tioner this Raghunandan Sao belonged to Jansangh 
Party and was working or the respondent in this ele- 
tion. The respondent, however, denies to have any 
truck with him in this election or otherwise. On the 
other hand, his allegation is that he was a man of the 
Congress Party. Except the statement of the witness- 
es examined for the petitioner there is no convincing 
evidence on the record to connect him (Raghunan- 
dan Sao) with the respondent or his party in this 
election. The petitioner has drawn my attention to 
the suggestion made in cross-examination (paragraph 

37) of P.W. 1 Bhairo Singh that this Raghunandan 
Sao was working for Sita Ram Keshri in this Parlia- 
mentary election but some days before the actual vot- 
ing he had fallen out with Sita Ram Keshri and also 
to the admission of R.W. 38 that he knows Raghunan- 
dan Sao of Ratangani who had never been a member 
or worker of the Congress party (paragraph 7). On 

statements I am asked to believe that Raghunan- 
dan Sao was a worker of the Jansangh r/artv in this 
contention. There is nothing in these statements, or for 
the matter of that, any other evidence of the parties 
on which hands can be laid safely to conclude that he 
("Raghunandan Sao) was actually a member of Jan- 
sangh or the Congress party and had actually worked 
as such in this election for that party candidate. 

91. Thus on a consideration of all the above facts 
and circumstances T am not prepared to take him (P. 
W. 36) to be a truthful witness and consequently I 
refuse to rely upon his above testimony regarding the 
printing of this pamphlet (annexure 1) in the Gopal 
Press by the respondent and his men in the alleged 
manner. After his evidence on this point is discarded 
the petitioner is left with no direct evidence to con- 
nect the respondent or his men with the printing of 
this pamphlet as alleged. 

92. By reference to the statement in paragraph 10 of 
the deposition of petitioner’s witness Sitaram Kedia 
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(P.W. 38), who is the proprietor of Krishna Press, 
Naugachhia, where (respondent's aforesaid pamphlet 
(annexure 2 to the election petition) had been printed 
it has been argued that these statements clearly show 
that the printing works of the respondent in this elec- 
tion were done in that Press (Krishna Press) and. as 
such, it was natural for the respondent to have this 
pamphlet (annexure 1) also printed in that Press if 
he was going to print it for the use in this election. 
In this connection it has been pointed out that there 
is no case of the petitioner that except this pamphlet 
(annexure 1) the respondent had got any other elec- 
tion paper of his printed in this Gopal Press during 
this election. Prima facie this contention cannot be 
brushed aside as being without any merit. 


93. In his cross-examination the respondent (R.W. 50) 
after having been made to read the above pamphlet 
(annexure 1 — Ext. 2/d) has stated that he had never 
given his order or consent for printing or distribution 
of any such pamphlet for this Parliamentary election; 
he came to know about it for the first time when he 
received a copy of this election petition in which men- 
tion had been made about this pamphlet and on receiv- 
ing that copy he went to Gopal Press at Naugachhia 
where this pamphlet was shown to have been printed; 
in the Press he met its proprietor Bishwanath Lahiri 
and on his enquiry, after some hesitation he (Bishwa- 
nath Lahiri) had disclosed to him (R.W. 50) that one 
Raghunandan Sao of Ratanganj had placed orders for 
the printing in the evening of 4th March, 1971 but 
it could not be printed on 5th March, 1971 due to some 
defect in the printing machine and he (Bishwanath 
Lahiri) was also busy in casting his vote etc. and i+s 
delivery was effected to Raghunandan Sao on 6th 
March, 1971 who took them away. He (R.W. 50) has 
further said that his attempt to look into its manu- 
script at that time did not succeed because the Press 
proprietor Bishwanath Lahiri avoided to produce it to 
him for perusal. In his (R.W. 50) cross-examination 
he has stated that his above visit to Gopal Press was 
sometime in June or July, 1971 and during that visit 
he was accompanied with his party worker Jugal 
Kishore Rai of Naugachhia. By reference to these 
statements of R.W.50, it has been argued for the 
petitioner that no such case disclosed in his written 
statement which was filed on 20th March, 1971. Noth- 
ing like this was also whispered in the above affidavit 
dated 15th November, 1971 filed by Bishwanath Lahiri 
(Proprietor of Gopal Press). So also, the respondent 
had not made any such case in his aforesaid reply 
dated 6th December, 1971. These omissions, according 
to the petitioner, prove the falsehood of respondent’s 
everment regarding his such enquiry at the Press and 
the latter’s reply on the above line. The non-exami- 
nation of the above Jugal Kishore Rai has also been 
urged as a corroborative circumstance for this con- 
tention. It is difficult to accept this contention. I 
do not think it was necessary for ihe respondent to 
set out these details in his written statement where he 
was to give the broad features of his case leaving such 
details to be erven, if necessary, during evidence in 
Court. In paragraph 4 of his (respondent) above re- 
minder dated 6th December, 1971 he has specifically 
mentioned about it asserting that during that enquiry 
he had learnt that this leaflet was printed on 6th March 
1971 and had never seen the light of the day on 5th 
March 1971 or on any date prior thereto. Regard being 
had to these facts I find myself unable to accept the 
petitioner’s view point that respondent’s more omis- 
sion to spell out these details in his written statement 
q above rejoinder must convince anyone that ii 
(annexure 1) had been brought into existence _ by and 
at the instance of the respondent through this Gopal 
Press and by none else. 


94 By reference to the figures of voting in Gopalpur 
Assembly constituency which includes Naugachhia and 
Gopalpur, as noted in the result sheet (Ext. H), the 
petitioner has addressed that in view of his poor pros- 
pect in this constituency it was only natural for the 


respondent to have thought of a plan to print and 
distribute such pamphlets appealing to the voters of 
Naugachhia and Gopalpur to vote for him for those 
reasons in order to better his prospect and jeopardise 
that of the petitioner. According to the result sheet 
the total votes polled by the petitioner in this consti- 
tuency was 18952 and that by the respondent was 
14951. On this difference alone it cannot be said that the 
respondent’s prospect in this area was so bad that he 
would have embarked upon such a plan which was 
obviously full of risk. As already stated, this pam- 
phlet contains a clause which straightway comes 
within the mischief of corrupt practice 
relating to divine displeasure. The respondent, who 
was not new to the filed of politics but had been a 
seasoned politician from before having fought elections, 
must be deemed to be aware of the dire consequences 
of such a leaflet if proved to be his doing. Moreover, 
as it appears from the above result sheet, in some of the 
constituencies his position was quite strong and he had 
polled much more than the petitioner. So, his posi- 
tion was not so weak as a whole vis-a-vis the peti- 
tioner. Rather, the real picture was that he defeated 
the petitioner by a margin of approximately 13000 
votes. On these facts, it will not, I think, be correct 
to make any presumption against the respondent re- 
garding the printing and distribution of this pamphlet 
by or on his behalf, in the absence of any positive 
authentic evidence to prove that they had actually 
been printed and distributed in the way alleged. 


95. According to learned petitioner’s counsel, as a 
perusal of the two pamphlets (annexure 1 and 2) will 
show their criticisms of the Congress party and its 
leader are very similar indicating that the same mind 
was behind both. He has also urged that from the way 
in which the criticisms has been levelled against the 
Congress and its leader in annexure 1 it should easily 
convince anyone that it must be the doing of the 
petitioner’s opponent because he (Petitioner) or any 
one on his behalf could not be expected to criticise 
his own party and leader in that filthy way. On these 
facts he asks the Court to believe that none sise 
except the respondent and his men were to be saddled 
with the responsibility of bringing out this pamphlet 
(annexure 1). In this connection he has also invited 
my attention to the respondent’s suggestions made to 
P.W. 1 (Bhairo Singh) in his cross-examination as to 
whether he knew that Raghunandan Sao was working 
for Sita Ram Keshri in this parliamentary election and 
some days before the poll he had fallen out with Sita 
Ram Keshri (Paragraph 37). According to the peti- 
tioner, when this Raghunandan Sao had fallen out 
with the petitioner only a few days before the voting 
it was only natural for him (Raghunandan Sao) to 
join the camp of the respondent and try to help him 
to damage the petitioner’s prospect in the election in 
anv and every manner. This fact, according to coun- 
sel. can impress any one that the placing of order for 
printing this pamphlet, which the Press proprietor 
Bishwanath Lahiri has admitted to have been placed 
with them on 4th March, 1971 by Raghunandan Sao. 
was on behalf of the respondent whose camp he 
(Raghunandan Sao) had already joined. The respon- 
dent has. however, < — h- ) Vs or his 

party’s association ’■ ■■ Sao) in 

any manner in this <■ : ; ■ ■■ : ■ i •':■ ■■■ ■ ■, There is 
also no credible evidence on record to prove their 
such alleged association and working in this election. 
Even if it be assumed for a moment that this Raghu- 
nandan was working for the petitioner but had fallen 
out with him a few days before the poll but that by 
itself cannot be a guarantee of the fact that after such 
desertion of the petitioner he necessarily went and 
joined the respondent to work against the petitioner. 
This fact the petitioner must prove by positive reliable 
evidence in order to avail of it against the respondent. 
Put hr* has not done so. In tbp above affidavit dated 
15th November, 1971 of Biswanath Lahiri also, he has 
not definitely said that the order for printing this 
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pamphlet had been placed with him by this Raghu- 
iidauuu bao. His statement is that me order was 
yiu^ea witn the itoss by a person who gave his name 
us Hughunanuan Sao at that time. 

06. in his above rejoinder dated 20th November, 
19:1 by fJeveunra bndtmo (P.W. 33), an ammueu 
w or iter ot tnis petitioner in this election, which was 
by way ol reply to the atoresaid aihdavit dated lain 
Nuvcmoer, 19 1 1 by tne Tress proprietor BisnwunaUi 
Baiun, no (Devondra Bharma) assorted, that Uu.--, pum- 
pniet (annexurc 1) had been printed before oth Ivimvli, 
1971 und as required by law the Tress had lunvardua 
u copy of it to tile District Magistrate, Bhagaipur on 
Oth March, 1971 which was received in that office on 
6th March, 1071 and he (Devendra Sharma) has 
obtained a certified copy of that pamphlet from the 
District Magistrate’s office and enclosed it tcopy) with 
tins joinder. This copy has subsequently been tender- 
ed in evidence and marked Ext. 6, The entries in it 
show that tins copy was applied lor on 20th July, 1071, 
which w,ts almost three months alter the filing of this 
election petition (filed on 23rd April, 1971). The copy 
became ready on 23rd July, 1971 and it was delivered 
the same day. 

97. The original of the above copy (Ext. 6) was 
called lor by the petitioner in his petition dated 13th 
September, 1971 (item No. 9). The District Magist- 
rate sent it to this Court with his letter dated 5th 
November, 1971, No attempt has, however, been made 
on behalf of the petitioner to prove this original as 
received from the District Magistrate's office. It con- 
tains some manuscript writings on its body. But 
those writings also have not been proved in Court. 
So, this pamphlet along with its such writings has 
been allowed by the petitioner to adorn the record 
without any step to get them inevidence. According 
to the petitioner, the writings on tnis body of this 
pamphlet will show that it was despatched by the 
Press to the office of the District Magistrate on 5th 
March, 1971 and received at the latter on 6th March, 
19 71. In the absence ol these writings having been 
admitted in evidence it is not possible to look into 
them lo come to any such conclusion. In fact, without 
those writings being prov'ed, it has been rightly argued 
by the other side, that the petitioner has failed to 
prove as to who had sent this pamphlet to the District 
Magistrate’s office and by whom it had been received 
in that office. 

08. On behalf of the respondent, transit registers of 
ilic office of the District Magistrate. Bhagulpur have 
been called for and produced. They have been marked 
as Ext. E and E/1. Ext. E relates to the entries in 
1970 and Ext. E/1 to the entries in 1971. To prove 
these registers und the entries therein the respondent 
has examined the Bhagaipur colicctorate office Super- 
intendent Upendra Prasad (R.W. 41), the entries of 
serial Nos. 1 to 11 in the 1971 register have been 
marked Ext. E/2 and those in serial Nos. 12 to 22 as 
Ext, E/3. All these 22 enrtics are of the date 6th 
March I (71. Ext. E/4 is the signature dated 15th 
March, 1071 of Jaidev Jho, Head Assistant of this coi- 
lectorate office. As he (R.W. 41) has disclosed, the en- 
tries arc per pen of the collecturutc peon Chhatranath 
Jha and those (Ext. E/3) are in the pen of the Col- 
icctorate transit clerk Md, Elcramul flaquc. According 
to him (R.W. 41) the Head Assistant markes his signa- 
ture on this register when it is sent to him bv the 
transit clerk after making the necessary entries In it 
and after receiving the register with . the 
documents concerned the Head Assistant 
compares them and if any of those docu- 
ments is missing he puts a cross mark against that 
and if among those documents received by him some 
arc of other departments he (Head Assistant) returns 
them and makes necessary entry against them in the 
register. Among the entries Ext E/3 the petitioner 
has relied on the entry at serial No. 22, at the bottom 


of page 3 overleaf, which is to the effect “Shri Gopal 
Tress, JNuugaciinia Dmnak 5th March, 1971”. In this 
writing Uie name of tne Tress was first writing as 
"Gopai Krishna Tress”, but the word “Krishna” appears 
to nave been penned through. The above signature 
(Ext. E/4) of the Head Assistant Jaidev Jha on this 
page (page 3 overleaf) appears to cover only the 
entries irom serial Nos. 5 to 21, inasmuch, as the single 
bracket enclosing them ends at serial No. 21 and it 
does not extend to serial No, 22. It this lust entry in 
serial No. 22 was actually in existence on 15th March, 
19'G oil which Lius register was presented and cheeked 
by the above Head Assitant in token of which he 
appears to have affixes his above signature (Ext E/4) 
enclosing his checked entries within a bracket, there 
is no reason why it (serial No. 22 entry) should not 
have also attracted his notice so that his above enclo- 
sure-bracket was also extended to include it within 
his examination and signature. But this is not so. 
Moreover, this entry in serial No. 22 has been made 
below the thick line (bottom) though in most of the 
other pages of this register there is no entry below 
such thick line. As already said, the entry in serial 
No. 22 is per pen of the transit clerk Md, Ekramul 
flaque, who is admittedly alive. He has not, however, 
been examined by the petitioner to explain when and 
how he made this entry. As this entry (serial No, 22) 
stands, there also seems slight differences in the ink 
used in writing it as compared to the ink used in the 
preceding 10 entries (serials 12 to 21). On a close 
scrutiny, the ink of serial No. 22 appears to be of 
greater density than the ink of the preceding 10 entries. 
As these entries (serials 12 to 21) stand, there seems 
little doubt that the serial No. 22 did not exist at the 
time this register was presented to the above Head 
Assistant on 15th March, 1971 for the usual check, and 
signature. If this entry (serial No. 22) was also in 
the register on that day, i.e,, 15th March, 1971, he 
(Head Assistant) was expected to look into it like 
others and include it within his sphere of cheek by 
making that bracket end at this entry (serial No. 22) 
instead of ending it at serial No. 21. This suspicion is 
also strengthened by the fact, submitted by respon- 
dent’s learned counsel and not controverted by the 
other side, that this entry (serial No. 22) is the only 
entry relating to a pamphlet in this register of 1971. 
He has urged that there were at least 10 Assembly 
constituencies in Bhagaipur district in this Parliament 
ary election and candidates must have printed and 
distributed pamphlets in their respective areas but it 
is significant to find that the lone pamphlet, mentioned 
in serial No. 22, finds place in this register. Petition- 
er’s witness PW. 37 has submitted that during this 
Parliamentary election he had seen 8 to 10 kinds of 
pamphlets distributed by different parties In the 
same way, the statements of other P.Ws. like P.Ws. 1 
3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, 16 and 18 are also indicative of 
distribution of several pamphlets by different candi- 
dates during this election. It is then not clear as to 
how this transmit register, which was for the whole of 
this district, had made mention of only the above 
pamphlet in serial No. 22, In order to discharge the 
legal obligation on this point it was expected that all 
those presses would have also sent copies of the pam- 
phlets printed by them and in normal course they 
should also have found place in this register as the 
above one (serial No. 22), But strangely enough it 
is not so, and except this pamphlet none of those other 
several leaflets find place in this book and there is no 
such case of the petitioner that the receipt of those 
otlcr pamphlets has been acknowledged in some other 
register of this office. 

99. For the above reasons. I have no manner of 
doubt that the above entry in serial No. 22, which is 
said to refer to the receipt of a copy of this pamphlet 
from Gopal Press. Naugachhia as sent by it to the 
District Magistrate, is not genuine and has been sub- 
sequently manipulated to suit one’s convenience. In 
such a circumstance, it cannot be treated as being 
corroborative of the fact of the alleged printing of 
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this pamphlet In the Gopal Press bofore 5th March, 
1971 and. its one copy having been sent to the District 
Magistrate's olllce on 5th March, 1971 and the receipt 
thereof in that office on 0th March, 1971. As already 
stated, , the above pamphlet which has been sent to 
this Court by tho District Magistrate’s office on the 
requisition ol the petitioner has not been proved in 
evidence nor any authentic evidence has come to show 
as to who had actually sent it to the District Magis- 
trate’s office and when. So also, it has not been proved 
as to when it was actually received in the District 
Magistrate’s office. In these circumstances, the issue 
of the above copy (Ext. 6) of this pamphlet on 23rd 
July, 1971, on the petition of this election petitioner’s 
worker Devendra Sharma filed on 20th July, 1971, is 
of no particular assistance to prove the petitioner’s 
case regarding the printing of this pamphlet in the 
Gopal Press and its having been sent to the office of 
the District Magistrate on 5th March, 1971, as 
alleged. It (Ext. 6) is also in no way helpful to 
connect the respondent and his men with the print- 
ing of this pamphlet prior to 5th March, 1971', 

100. Thus having carefully considered all the above 
facts and circumstances I find that the petitioner has 
failed to establish by any authentic evidence the print- 
ing of this pamphlet (annexure 1) in the manner 
alleged by the respondent, his agent or workers with 
his consent. 

101. When the petitioner’s case about the pamphlet 
(annexure 1) having been printed by the respondent 
and his men is found to be not proved the question of 
its distribution by them on 4th March, 1971 in the 
villages concerned naturally becomes doubtful. There 
is no such case of the petitioner that even though 
these pamphlets had been printed by persons other 
than the respondent or his men but latter had distri- 
buted them in those villages in the manner alleged, 
The normal expectation in such a case would be that 
the person concerned would first get the pamphlet 
printed and then distribute or get them distributed in 
area of his requirement and not that some body else 
would print them and another will distribute it for 
his benefit, There may be a case like this but then 
it must be pleaded so by the party alleging it. But 
as said above, there is no such allegation of the peti- 
tioner anywhere. 

102. In this connection, as already observed, the 
petitioner’s specific case as made out in his evidence 
is that by and on behalf of the re*pondent these pam- 
phlets (annexure 1) were distribiiwd in six villages, 
namely, Telghi, Naugaehhia, Pakra, Madrauni, Gosai- 
gaon and Saidpur. His witnesses on this point for 
those villages are, Telghi P.Ws, 1, 3 and 6, Naugaehhia 
P.Ws. 4 and 35, Pakra P.Ws. 8, 11 and 18. Madrauni 
P.Ws. 9 and 40, Gosaigaon P.Ws. 15 and 21 and Saidpur 
P.Ws. 29 and 32. 

103. Against the above witnesses of the petitioner 
(P.W. 39), on behalf of the respondent (R.W. 50) a 
number of witnesses have been examined who have 
completely denied the distribution of any 
such pamphlet in these villages. In res- 
oect of village Telghi respondent’s witnesses are R.Ws, 
16, 18, 24, and 26 and lor Naugaehhia they are R.W.s. 
13, 15, 17 and 19. For Pakra they are R.Ws. 31, 34 
and 45 whereas for Madrauni they are R.Ws, 37, 43 
and 44. For Gosaigaon it is R.W. 20 and for Saidpur 
they are R.Ws. 23, 25, 27 and 32. Amon^ the above 
P.Ws. the pamphlet enclosed to the election petition 
as annexure 1 (Ext. 2/d) has come from the custody 
of P.W. 1 (Bhalro Singh) of village Telghi. Its an- 
other copy (Ext. 2) has been produced in Court by 
P.W. 3 (Arjun Singh) of the same village P.W. 9 
(Bashlst Narain Singh of village Madrauni) has also 
produced in Court another copy (Ext. 2/a) of this 
pamphlet. It has been argued for the petitioner that 
unless there was distribution of such pamphlets by the 
respondent in these villages how could these persons 

be expected to get hold of them (Exts,2, 2/a and 2/d) 


“fording to his counsel the fact that these persons 
had such pamphlets m their possession and they have 
been produced in Court from their custody is a very 
strong circumstance which supports the petitioner’s 
allegation regardmg printing and distribution of such 
lealiet by the respondent and his men who alone could 

poll d pr med 't° be lnterested in doin « so to better his 


llav P arreaay observed, the petitioner has 
Wi U* prove f b , e ^ nd doubts that any such pamphlet 
r d b 0 ee l? Panted by or on behalf of the respondent 
durmg this election and in that context the case of 
the distribution of them becomes doubtful. If their 
printing is not found to be the doing of the respondent 

01 his men how the respondent can explain the posses- 
sion of the above pamphlets by the three petitioner’s 
qnecffl SeS P ' *’ 3 and <J) • As alr eady noted, the 
in that ° f i - he resp ? ndent regarding this pamphlet 
m that he or his men had never anything to do with 
its print mg or distribution and asserts that it had been 
Drought into existence by the petitioner and his men 
tor use in his case after his (petitioner’s) defeat in 
ims election. 

,, 105 - t0 Bhairo Singh (P.W. 1 ) on 4th 

March 1971 at about 5-30 p.m. Gyaneshwar Prasad 
Yadav (respondent) had come to his (PW1) vil- 
lage on a jeep accompanied with 5 or 7 other per- 
sons of whom he (P.W. 1 ) recognised Raghunandan 
ba ° village Ratangan], and coming to Gyanesh- 
■rr Prasad Yadav appealed to the people to vote 
for him and then distributed pamphlets of orange 
and yellow colour bearing Deepak symbol and in 
that course he had received one of those pamphlets 
from the hands of Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and 
after receiving it he kept it with him (P.W. I) and 

2 °r 3 day s S later when he met Sita Ram Keshri 
(Petitioner) at Naugaehhia he parted with that 
pamphlet in his favour without any objection as 
he had no work with it. He has also given out that 
at the time of th&t distribution one of those persons 
had read out the contents of the pamphlet to the 
persons present there and when this reading was 
being done Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav was there. 
In cross-examination, he has stated that on that 
day he had gone to Khadi Bhandar at Naugaehhia 
for marketing where he met Sita Ram Keshri 
accidently and then the later asked him about this 
Parliamentary election and in reply he told him 
that everything was all right but for the distribu- 
tion of that pamphlet and saying so he (P.W.l) 
took out that pamphlet from the Docket of his kurta 
that he was wearing and showed it to him 
(Petitioner) and after reading it the petitioner 
requested him to give it him to which he acceded 
and then Sita Ram Keshri (Petitioner) kept it 
with him without telling him anything further. 
Admittedly he (P.W.l) was not the supporter of 
any political party in this Parliamentary election 
nor had done any work for any of the contesting 
candidates. It is then not understood as to what 
was the special attraction for him (P.W.l) to pre- 
serve this pamphlet after he had received it in the 
alleged manner from the distribution party of res- 
pondent and others. It Is also not understood as to 
what made him to carry this pamphlet on the above 
day to Naugaehhia where he had gone for market- 
ing and states to have met the petitioner accidently 
in the Khadi Bhandar. On being questioned, he 
(P.W. 1) lias given out that during this Parliament- 
ary election before the poll he had received three 
pamphlets including the above and two of those 
were of the Communist (Marxist) party and the 
other of the Congress (Organisation) party. He 
himself has subsequently admitted that the Con- 
gress (O) party had not set up any candidate in 
this election. It is then not understood as to how 
leaflet were distributed on behalf of that party, 

namely, Congress (O). According to his own 
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admission, he did not. care lo preserve any of Lhe 
a oove other two pampmecs nor can he now say 
their contents, colour or size. But it is significant 
to nnu mat ne reiiiemoers every uung mcluuing tne 
contents ol tms pampniei (annexure jl.j. On these 
laces, ms (A. w.lj eviaence on tins point does not 
inspire fun conhdence. Respondent s suggestion 
aDout him is that he nad always opposed tne res- 
pondent’s In politics and in this parliamentary elec Lion 
was supporting this petitioner because of the electoral 
alliance between the Congress Party and his (F. W.l.) 
nomniumsi Puriy. 

iu6. The statement of P.W.3 (Arjun Singh) is that 
on ttcn iviaren Ititi ax uooux 0 or o-;su p.m. Uyanesn- 
war Prasau Yauav had come to his village on a jeep 
accompanied vvitn Kagnunanuan Sao 01 vintage Ratan- 
ganj ana live uLners wno lie dip nor recognise; ne 
met tliem near the house Of P. W.l (Bnairo Singh) 
where rtugnunanaan Sao gave him (P.W.3) a pampn- 
let and when he got tms pamphlet nom xtagnu- 
nandan Sao, Gyanesnwar Prasad Yauav was stanuing 
there; at tnat very tune one of that party of Gyanesb- 
war Prasad Yadav had begun reading tne contents of 
the pamphlet in his hand. He has turtner said that 
in course of that distribution Gyanesnwar Babu had 
given one pamphlet to Bhairo Singh and Raghunandan 
Sao to Mathura Choudhary ana both ol them had dis- 
tributed similar pamphlets to other persons who were 
present there, As he (P.W. 3) has also said, when he 
met Kajenara Stiarma who had come to his sasuraL 
in Telghi 5 or 6 days after this parliamentary poll he 
mentioned about this distribution to him and also 
showed him the pamphlet that he had received from 
Raghunandan Sao upon whih Rajendra Shurma ashed 
him to preserve it and he accordingly preserved it. 
He (P.W, 3) had produced this pamphlet from his 
custody in Court in course of his evidence on 18th 
January 1972. This Rajendra Prasad Sharma has been 
examined as (P.W. 37). He has also stated as above 
regarding his visit to his sa sural in Telghi 4 or 5 days 
after the poll and having been shown this pamphlet 
by P.W.3 and his (P.W, 37) asking him (P.W.3) to pre- 
serve it; after he (P.W.37) had gone through its con- 
tents cursorily at that time. Admittedly, he (P.W.37 ) 
had contested this respondent (Gyaneshwar Prasad 
Yadav) in the 1939 State Assembly eletion and was 
defeated. He has also admitted that in 1967 Assembly 
election Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav, was a candidate 
for Jan Sangh and Sukhdeo Choudhery of the Con- 
gress Party and he (P.W.37) was helping the latter 
as a congressman which he is since 1956, It is ad- 
mitted by P.W.3 (Arjun Singh) that he has no con- 
nection with any political party and was in no way 
connected with this petitioner in this Parliamentary 
election. He has even said that till that day (18-1-1972) 
he had never any talk with this petitioner on any 
occasion. In such circumstances, if above Rajendra 
Sharma had actually been shown this pamphlet by 
him (P.W, 3) in the above manner on that day and 
he (P.W.37) found it objectionable which, according 
to him (P.W.37), was the reason why he asked 
P.W.3 ta preserve it, it was only natural on his (P.W. 
37) part to take it from him (P.W.3) and to pre- 
serve it himself instead of taking the risk of its pre- 
servation by him (P.W.3) specially when he (P.W, 3) 
was not in any way Interested in any political 
party of its candidate. Taking of such a risk by a 
politician is geenrally uncommon. It has been sug- 
gested to him (P.W. 3) that he belongs to the com- 
munist party and because of the electoral alliance 
between the Congress and the Communist Parties in 
this election he was helping this petitioner and work- 
ing for him openly. Accordingly I feel hesitant to 
impose full confidence in the truth of this evidence 
on this point. The evidence of P,W, 9 (Bashist Narain 
Singh) is that on 4th March, 1971 Gyaneshwar Prasad 
Yadav had come to his village on a jeep accompanied 
with six other persons of whom he recognised Raghu- 
nandan Sao, Mithilesh Kumar Singh. S'ushil Kumar 
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Singh and Krishna Kumar Singh of his village Mad- 
rauni at about 2.30 or 3 p.m.; the jeep stopped near 
his (A. W. 9; nuuse; then Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav 
took out pamphlets and gave one to him (P.W. 9) 
and like him to (Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav) also gave 
suen pampnicts xo Kameshwar Prasad Singh, Dinesh 
Singh anu 20-25 persons who had assembled there; 
after receiving the above pamphlet he (P.W. 9) read 
its contents and kept it in his pocket and 3 days there- 
after he met Maaan Singh, Congress M.L.A. or his 
area, and in that meeting Madan Singh asked him 
about the prospect of the Congress candidate on which 
he (P.W. 9) took out a pamphlet from his pocket and 
showed it to him and after reading its contents he 
(Madan Kingh) asked him to preserve this pamphlet, 
and accordingly he preserve it. He (P.W. 9; brought 
this pamphlet and produced in Court on 

19th January, 1972 from his custody. 
This Madan Prasad Singh has been examined 

as P.W. 40. In his evidence he has stated about his 
above meeting with Bashist Singh (P.W. 9) and the 
latter’s showing that pamphlet and his (P.W, 40) 

advising him to preserve it. It is admitted by liim 
(P.W. 9) that he is not attached to any political party 
nor he was in any way connected with this parlia- 
mentary election on behalf of any party. In these 
circumstances, it is not understood as to how he (P.W. 
9) had thought of maintaining this pamphlet with him 
till 3 days thereafter to show it to the above Madan 

Singh as above. There is nothing in his (P.W. 9) 

evidence to show that after going through its contents 
when he had received it he noticed something objec- 
tionable in it and that gave him an idea to preserve 
it with him till that day. It is interesting to find that 
when he (P,W. 9) met above Madan Singh after 3 
days and when the latter asked him about the poll he 
after telling him that the Congress party had better 
chance of winning the election but for that pamphlet 
which he took it out from his pocket and showed it 
to him (Madan Singh). If these are to he believed 
then it appears that he (P.W. 9) had this pamphlet 
ready in his pocket so as to produce it to him (P.W. 
40) at that time when the latter had met him (P,W. 9) 
just accidently in his village on that day, According 
to P.W. 40, who is of village Harnathohak, he had 
gone to his (P.W. 9) village Madrauni being an cx- 
offlcio mombere of the school there, and he (P.W. 9) 
happened to be present therein the school at that time 
by the by the way without any special purpose. In 
this case also it is not fully understood as to why he 
(P.W. 40) after finding this pamphlet objectionable did 
not try to take possession of it as a man of the Con- 
gress Party to be used as and when necessary in con- 
nection with this election instead of asking him (P.W. 
9) to preserve it particularly when he (PW.5) was 
not connected with any political party nor was in- 
terested in any of the candidates. The normal re- 
action of a man in his (P.W-40) position would be to 
try to take it and preserve it with him avoiding thil 
risk of allowing it to remain in the custody of a per- 
son unconnected with politics. For these reasons I 
have my hesitation in accepting the full authority of 
this evidence. 

107. All the above petitioner’s witnesses (P.Ws 1, 3, 
4, 6, 8, 9, 18, 21, 29, 32 and 35) purport to be eye 
witnesses of the distribution of this pamphlet (anne- 
xure 1) by Gyaneshwar Prasad Yadav and his men in 
the alleged menner, whereas P.Ws, 11, 15, 37, 39 (Peti- 
tioner) and 40 are said to have learnt about their 
such distribution from the above eye witnesses like 
P.Ws. 1, 3. 6, 8, 9 and 21. As it, appears, the petitioner 
had, in this case, filed his long list of witnesses, Of 
these corroborative witnesses, as I have already indi- 
cated, P.Ws. 3 and 9 have produced the above pamph- 
lets (Exts. 2 and 2/a) from their custody in Court 
while the pamphlets of P.W. 1 has been filed along 
with the election petition through the petitioner. I 
have already laid my comments regarding this fact. 
viz., production of these pamphlets and have declined 
to believe in the truth of the petitioner's allegation 
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that they had been received by those persons while 
they had been distributed as such by respondent and 
his men in tnat manner. 

10G. According to respondent’s counsel, all these 
petitioner’s witnesses who have been called to testily 
to such distribution ot these pamphlets are not trutn 
lul witnesses and. they have just come to support the 
petitioner’s case because they are either in the Cong- 
ress or Communist Party wno were in electoral alli- 
ance m this Parliamentary election. So l'ar as P.Ws, 

I, 3 and 6 are concerned, their communist, connection 
have been deposed to by R.Wa. 16, 13, 24, 26 and 28. 

II. W, 21 has also said about their working tor the 
Congress Party candidate in this election. Similarly, 
R.Ws. 13, 15, 17 and 19 have made statements to show 
that P.Ws. 4 and 35 were Congress workers in this 
election, In the evidence of R.Ws. 31, 34, 45 and 46, 
P.Ws. 8 and 11 have been shown to be Congress workers 
whereas P.W. 18 is a Communist. According to R.Ws. 
37. 43 and 44, P.W. 9 has been described as a Congress 
worker whereas P.W. 40 is admittedly a Congress-man. 
P.Ws. 15 and 21 have also admitted to be Congressmen. 
There is also the statement of R.W. 20 to this effect. 
Regarding P.Ws. 29 and 32 they have been averred 
by R.Ws. 23, 25 and 24 to be of the Communist Party. 

109. As already stated, the respondent has empha- 
tically denied to have anything to do with the print- 
ing or distribution of his pamphlet .annexure 1)' He 
has also examined sufficient number of witnesses, as 
referred to above, who have all solemnly affirmed 
before the Court that at the time of alleged distribu- 
tion of this pamphlet in these villages they (R.Ws.) 
were m those villages at their respective homes and 
they had never witnesses the respondent’s arrival there 
either alone or in company of other persons nor distri- 
bution of any pamphlet, As I have observed above, 
when those pamphlets have not been proved to have 
been printed by the respondent or his men the ques- 
tion of their distributions then in these areas as alleged 
can well be taken to be shrouded in doubts, 

110. Thus having carefully considered the above 
facts and circumstances I feel completely disinclined to 
accept the peti'ioncr’s case with rgard to the distribu- 
tion of such pamphlets by the respondent or his men 
with his consent in these areas as has been alleged 
by the petitioner. In other words, I And that the 
pcti’ioner has failed to prove the distribution of any 
such pamphlet by or on behalf of the respondent, as 
alleged by him. 

111. On my above findings, it is thus clear that the 
petitioner has failed to prove his case of corrupt prac- 
tices under section 123 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 as alleged in the election petition. 
Since his prayer to declare respondent’s election void 
is based on these allegations, which he has failed to 
prove, it (respondent’s election) cannot in any way be 
held to be vitiated and his election, which he had won 
by defeating the petitioner by a majority of 12.889 
votes, must, not be disturbed. For these reasons, this 
issue is decided against the petitioner, 

Issue Nn. 3. — -As a result of my findings on the above 
issue Nos, 1 and 2, it is manifest that the petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief in this election case which 
must, therefore, fail. 

112. In the result, (he election petition is dismissed 
with costs; hearing fee Rs. 50(1/- (Rupees' five hund- 
red). Office will comply with the provisions of sec- 
tion 103 of the Act without any undue delay. 

(Sd) C. P. Sinha. 

Patna High Court The 18th May, 1972. 

[No. 82/BR/3/71.] 


IV cw uemi ine 2Uth June, 1972 

S.O. 2687. — In pursuance of section 106 of ihi 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, the Election 
in 0 ^^ 51011 heretj y Publishes the Judgment dated the 
19th May 1972 by the High Court of Judicature at 
Patna in Election Petition No 1 of 1971. 


Election Petition No. 1 of 1971 
Shri Balmiki Choudhary — Petitioner. 


Versus 

Shri Digvijoy Narayan Singh and others —- Respondent 
Pot the petitioner . — Messrs Kanhaiya Prasad Vermo 
and Kamla Kant Prasad: 

For the respondent— Messrs Shyam Nandin Prasad 
Sharma, Surcsh Chandra Prasad Sinha, Shyam 
Sunder Sinha ‘Shyam’ and Ganga Prasad Roy. 

Presents 


The Ilon’ble Mr, Justice J. Narain. 

Nabain, J. By this election petition Shri Balmiki 
Choudhary has sought for a declaration that the elec- 
tion of Shri Digvijoy Narayan Singh (Respondent No. 
1) is void and that the petitioner is the duly elected 
member of the Parliament from 9 Hajipur Parliamen- 
tary Constituency. 

2. The election petition is founded on the follow- 
ing allegations. As a result of the dissolution of the 
Parliament in 1970, 9 Hajipur Parliament Constitu- 
ency went to polls in March, 1971. The District 
Magistrate, Muzzaffarpur performed the functions of 
the Returning Officer, for this constituency. March 5, 
1971 was the date of poll, March 10, 1971 was the 
date for counting of ballot papers and March 11. 1971 
was the date on which result of the election was 
declared. 

3. Altogether there were nine candidates of whom 
Shri Rasldulzama -withdrew his candidature and 
hence contest took place between eight candidates. 
The petitioner belonged to the Congress (Ruling) 
Party and the respondent No, 1 to Congress (Orga- 
nisation) Party. It is not necessary to "refer to the 
different parties to which the other candidates be- 
longed. The 9 Hajipur Parliamentary Constituency 
was comprised of six assembly constituencies, 
namely, 47-Hajipur, 48-Raghopur, 51-Patepur, 52- 
Garaul, 53-Vaishali, and 54-Lalgunj. Counting of all 
the six Assembly constituencies was done at Haii- 
pur in the S.D.O/s court premises. As a result of the 
counting took place, the petitioner got 1,35,687 valid 
votes and respondent No. 1 1,42,771 valid votes and 
accordingly Shri Digvijoy Narayan Singh (Respon- 
dent No, 1) was declared elected on March 11, 1971. 
The petitioner alleges that the following illegalities 
were committed in the matter of counting. 

(i) Process of scrutiny and counl ing of ballot 
papers was so complicated and tiring that 
there was no control and regularity in scru- 
tinising and counting the ballot papers. 

(ii) There was frequent failure of electricity and 
the counting staff had full opportunity to do 
partiality by putting votes of other candi- 
dates in favour of respondent No. 1. 

(iii) Several unauthorised and undesirable uersons 
managed to have their entry inside the 
counting compartment and after creating 
confusion and by manoeuvering the count- 
ing staff illegally managed to increase the 
number of votes in favour of respondent 
No. 1. 

(iv) Counting and scrutiny of ballot papers were 
done contrary to law. 

(v) That despite repeated objections against the 
illegalities thai were being committed, these 
were not Heard. 
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(vi) As a result of illegal and improper scrutiny 
and counting of loallot papers more than 
8,000 ballot papers which were either fit to 
be rejected or were of other candidates, were 
counted in favour of respondent No. 1 and 
more than 1,000 ballot papers which were lit 
to be accepted in favour of the petitioner 
were illegally rejected. 

4. The case of the petitioner is that had the ballot 
papers been counted in accordance with law and with- 
out partiality he would have received majority of 
valid votes and would have been declared elected. 
On the above allegations he has sought for the two 
reliefs referred to above. 

( 

5. There has been contest on behalf of rea/pondeht 
No. 1 only (hereinafter to be referred to as the res- 
pondent). His contention is that the election petition 
is not maintainable in as much as the petitioner has 
no cause of action and the election peti- 
tion does not contain a concise state- 
ment of material facts. It has been stoutly 
denied that during the course of counting or 
at the conclusion thereof any objection was ever 
raised with regard to the defect in procedure adopt- 
ed for counting or any error or illegality in actual 
counting. The allegation that there was no proper 
arrangement of light is also denied. It is contended 
that there were triple safeguards to ensure proper 
light during the course of counting. Besides the 
usual electric connections, there was a generator and 
kerosene gas lanterns were kept burning in all the 
six compartments where the counting was being 
done. No unauthorised or undesirable person was 
allowed entrance inside the counting compartments. 
The different illegalities stated in respect of the man- 
ner of counting have all been denied and it is con- 
tended that everything was done in accordance with 
law. 

6. Shri Rashidulzama, respondent No. 8 who had 
withdrawn his candidature and did not contest, has 
filed a written statement saying that he had withdrawn 
hi s candidature because of two reasons: (i) the ever 
growing popularity of the petitioner in his constitu- 
ency, and (ii) respondent No. 1 propagating and ma- 
noeuvring his whole election business on the stra- 
tegy of caste and because he was bent upon using un- 
fair and illegal methods. He has further stated that 
after the result was announced it was a general talk 
that respondent No. 1 had won the election by 
illegal, improper, unfair and corrupt practices and 
methods. Except filing the written statement res- 
pondent No. 8 did not make other appearance in 
this case. 

7. On the pleadings of the parties the following 
issues were framed: 

Issues 

1. Is the election petition as framed maintainable? 

2. Were the counting and scrutiny o<l ballot 

papers done in accordance! .with law? 

3. Whether there was improper reception, re- 

fusal or rejection of vote s at the time of 
counting as alleged in paragraphs 15 to 19 
and other paragraphs of the election petition 
and if so. whether the result, of the election 
was materiallv affected due to the same? 

4. Whether the petitioner received a majority of 

valid votes and is entitled to be declared duly 
elected to the House of the People from 9. 
Hazipur Parliamentary constituency ip the 
Mid term-election held in March, 1971? 

5. To what relief, if any, is the petitioner entitled? 

8. I may state that the question of maintainability 
of the election petition, covered by issue No. 1 was 
taken up on December 6. 1971 and by order dated 
December 6, 1971 the issue has been deeided in the 
affirmative. 


9. After examination of some witnesses, the peti- 
tioner filed a petition on December 22, 1971 tor per- 
mission to inspect the ballot papers counted in favour 
of respondent No. 1 and also the rejected ballot 
papers. A rejoinder was filed by respondent No. 1. 
The matter was heard and by order dated January 
14, 1972 prayer for inspection was disallowed. 
The petitioner prayed for special leave for appeal 
before the Supreme Court. It was dismissed as with- 
drawn on February 7, 1972 by the Supreme Court. 
Thereafter on February 14, 1972, the petitioner filed 
a petition seeking review of the order dated January 
14, 1972 and in the alternative to order thd scrutiny 
and recount of the ballot papers. This wa^ rejected 
by order dated March 8, 1972. 

10. The petitioner had also sought for amendment 
of the election petition and by order dated March 10, 
1972 amendment as prayed for was refused. On 
March 22, 1972 before the witnesses on behalf of the 
respondent could be examined a petition was filed 
on behalf of the petitioner saying that for the reasons 
stated in the petition, he did not want to proceed 
with the case. The reasons mentioned in the petition 
are that the petitioner had prayed for inspection or 
scrutiny of ballot papers or to have a test check by 
the Court and for amendment of the election petition 
but his prayer has been refused and that save and 
except the ballot papers he has no other means to 
satisfy the court as regards the improper refusal or 
acceptance of ballot papers at the time of counting. 
It was also stated in the petition that the petitioner 
has no fund or means to invest for cross-examining 
the witnesses of respondent No. 1. This petition was 
ordered to be kept on record. The lawyers appear- 
ing on behalf of the petitioner submitted that hence- 
forward their names may not appear in the list as 
they had no further instructions to proceed in the 
case. Their prayer was allowed. The result was 
that no cross-examination was done of the witnesses 
examined on behalf of the respondent. 

11. I shall now take up the different issues framed. 

12. Issue No. 1: Already decided in the affirmative 
by order dated December, 6, 1971. 

13. Issue Nos. 2 and 3. — Evidence on record shows 

that counting commences at about 8 a.m. on March 
10, 1971, and continued till 1 a.m. on March 11, 1971. 
The counting -was being done under a Samiana which 
was closed on all sides and it had six compartments; 
each compartment being meant for counting with res- 
pect to one Assen ’ ’ " 1 " .In respect of 

Hajipur Assembly ■' 1 counting agent 

Debi Prasad Singh (P.W. 19) and Makhan Rai (P.W. 
20) have deposed that in their compartments there 
were two rows of seven tables each running from 
east to west and the 15th one was at the head of the 
two rows. The counting was being done on these 
fourteen tables. The tenor of evidence is that this 
was the arrangement in other compartments also 
and that the 15th table was meant for the Assistant 
Returning Officer. 

14. The manner of counting in each compartment 
was that ballot boxes of each booth used to be 
brought on the tables, their contents taken out and 
tied in bundles of 25 each and then sent back to the 
Assistant Returning Officer on a tray. The Assistant 
Returning Officer used to mix those bundles received 
from each table in a drum with a stick and then .30 
bundles each containing 25 ballot papers used to be 
sent to different tables. On each table there were 
nine pigeon-holes: of them eight were meant for each 
of the eight candidates and the ninth one for keep- 
ing the rejected ballot papers. The work done on 
each table was to sort out the ballot papers candidate- 
wise and to set apart the invalid ballot papers. The 
ballot papers of each candidate used io be tied in 
bundles of 50 each and after counting them used to be 
returned to be Assistant Returning Officer. 
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15. In paragraphs 17, 18, 19 and 20 of the election 
petition are given details of the different kinds of 
irregularities and illegalities which said to have been 
committed in the matter of counting. They are as 
follows: 


(i) Several ballot papers of the petitioner which 
had seal clearly on his symbol or on th« 
name of the petitioner were illegally and im- 
properly rejected. The counting staff were 
taking out several valid ballot papers of the 
petitioner and they were mixing it with the 
doubtful ballot papers and thereby without 
deciding the objections were rejecting them 
mechanically by putting different seal on the 


back. 

(ill Large number of ballot papers which were 
fit to be rejected, were counted In favour of 
the respondent No. 1. Ballot papers having 
seal on more than one symbol or seal on the 
shaded area or seal on the back of the ballot 
papers or having no seal on the symbol of 
the respondent No. 1 were illegally counted 
in favour of respondent No. 1. 


(Ivl Large number of ballot papers beaming no 
S’ final ur e of the Presiding OITTers or the 
Identifying mark on the back because they had 
been placed in (he ballot boxes illegally by 
controlling the booths and which were fit to 
be rejected, were counted in favour of res- 
pondent No. 1. 

(vl Evrn the bundles of the ballot papers which 
were containing less than fifty ballot papeis 
were declared to be bundles of fifty ballot 
papers in favour of respondent No. 1. 


16. These have been stoutly denied by the respon- 
dent. 

17. Both the parties have examined witnesses in 
support of their rival contentions, I give below 
names of witnesses examined on behalf of the con- 
tending parties in respect of each of the Assembly 
segments. 


47. Hajipur Assembly Constituency. 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the petitioner. 
Devi Prasad Singh (P.W. lb) counting Agent. 
Trilok Choudhary (P.W. 14) counting Agent. 
Makban Roi (P.W. 29) counting Agent of respon- 
dent No. 5. , , 

Witnesses examined by the respondent. 


Arun Kumar Singh (R.W. 25) A.R.O. 

Ramji Sharma (R.W. 10) Counting Supervisor. 
Raj Bans! Prasad (RW, 12) Counting Agent. 
Rafihunath Jha (R.W. 29) Counting Agent. 
Pramod Narain Singh (R.W. 32) Counting Agent. 
48. Raghopur Assembly Constituency: 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the petitioner. 
Birendra Kumar Jaisalal (P.W. 9) Counting 

Agent. 

Paras Nath (P.W. 15) Counting Agent. 


Witnesses examined on behalf of respondent. 
Syed Ahssan (R-W. 1) A.D.M., A.R.O. 

Sheo Shankar Singh (R.W. H) Counting Super- 
visor. 

Munisi Dayal Singh (R.W. 16) Counting Super- 


visor. 

Sachidu Nand Singh (RW. 34) Counting Agent. 
51 Bnlepur Assembly Constituency: 

Witnesses examined cm behalf of the petitioner. 

Gaya Prasad (P.W. 4) Counting Agent. 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the respondent. 
Nitya Nand Singh (R.W. 31 A.R.O. 


Blshwanath Prasad Ojha (R.W. 14) Counting 
Supervisor. 

Braj Kishore Pandey (R.W. 28) Counting Agent. 

Slya Ram Choudhary (R.W. 13) Counting Agent. 

52. Garaul Assembly Constituency : 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the Petitioner: 

Pramod Kumar (PW. 2) Counting Agent, 

Kedar Nath Choudhary (P.W. 17) Counting 

Agent. 

Brij Mohan Mishra (P.W. 16) Counting Agent. 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the Respondent. 

Bhup Narain Singh (R.W, 5) A.R.O. 

Awadhesh Sharma (R.W. 15) Counting Super- 
visor. 

Jalim Prasad Sharma (R.W. 17) Counting Super- 
visor. 

Kailash Pandey (R.W. 30) Counting Supervisor. 

53. Vatshali Assembly Constituency: 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the petitioner: 

Anandlal Rai (P.W. 10) Counting Agent. 

Ramchandra Sah (P.W. 11) Counting Agent. 

Kedar Sharma (P.W. 12) Counting Agent. 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the respondent: 

Surendra Pd. Verma (R.W. 35) A.R.O. 

Dharnidhar Sinha (R.W. 18) Counting Agent. 

Sukhdeo Sharam (R.W. 20) Counting Agent. 

Tarnl Prasad Roy (P.W- 22) Counting Super- 
visor. 

Ram Raghuvir Prasad (P.W. 23) Counting Super- 
visor. 

54. Lalgunj Assembly Constituency: 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the practitioner. 

Rup Kant Thakur (PW. 3) Counting Agent. 

Nageshear Mishra (P.W. 5) Counting Agent. 

Brahmdco Rai (P.W. 6) Counting Agent. 

Chhatu Sah (P.W. 7) Counting Agent. 

Witnesses examined on behalf of the respondent: 

D. Sarkar (R.W. fi) A.R.D. 

Umashankar Singh (R.W. 19) Counting_ Agent. 

Ramji Prasad Sineh (R.W. 33) Counting' Agent. 

Shiva Nand Das (R.W. 24) Counting Supervisor, 

Lakshmi Narain Roy (R.W. 26) Counting" Super- 
visor. 

18. Evidence of all these witnesses follows the same 
pattern. I shall refer to a few of them and that will 
serve the purpose. To begin with I take un the 
Hajipur Assembly Constituency segment. Evidence 
of the counting agent (P.W. 19) is that 445 ballot 
papers had seal on the Charkha Symbol. This sym- 
bol was of Congress (Organisation) Party Ibut there 
was no official seal nor signature of the Presiding 
Officer on them and these were counted in favour 
of respondent No. 1. On 53 ballot paters seal was 
on the symbol of other candidates; _ there 'were 35 
ballot papers where seal was put on the shaded por- 
tion and all these were counted in favour Of the res- 
pondent No. 1. There were 34 ballot papers which 
should have been counted in favour of the petitioner 
hut since the seal was touching the shaded portion, 
they were cancelled. 31 ballot papers having seal 
on the symbol of the petitioner were counted in 
favour of respondent No. I. These ballot papers were 
in different bundles, On the back of 27 ballot papers 
seal was put and these were counted in favour of 
respondent No. 1. On 21 ballot papers ' seal' was “put 
at two or three places and these were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. Nine blank ballot Papers 
were counted in favour of respondent No. 1, In this 
manner 667 ballot papers were incorrectly counted 
in favour of respondent No. 1. He has further de- 
posed that rejection seal used to be put on thetount- 
ing table and that, he raised oral obieetion to the 
Supervisor but be did not pay heed to it. It has been 
taken out from him that he noted down the above 
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irregularities on a piece of paper but that was not 
with him. He threw it away after eight or nine 
days of the counting. He has admitted that he knew 
that the Supervisor was not competent to put the re- 
rcjcction seal but he did not tile any complaint in 
writing. Tliis witness is a member of Janta Party 
and in 1967 he had stood as a candidate for the 
Assembly Constituency on the ticket of Janta Party 
and his security was forfeited. It is not understand- 
able that a person of his experience would have 
allowed these illegalities and irregularities, to have 
been committed without putting objection in writing. 

1 9. Evidence of the counting agent (P.W. 14) is as 
follows: Sixty blank ballot papers were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. On the back Of fifty 
ballot papers there was seal of respondent No. 1 and 
these were counted in favour of respondent No. 1. 
On 25 ballot papers the seal of the petitioner was 
near his name, hut these were cancelled. On 390 
ballot papers, there was seal of respondent No, 1 but 
there was no seal nor signature of the presiding Offi- 
cer but these were counted in favour of respondent 
No. 1. There were six bundles of which three had 
48 ballot papers each and three had 45 ballot, papers 
each, but they were counted as bundles Of 50 each 
in favour of respondent No, t. There were 50 ballot 
papers which had seal on the shaded portion, hut 
these were counted in favour of respondent No. 1. 
The witness lias further deposed that the rejection 
seal used to be nut bv the Supervisor and he had 
made oral complaints to the Supervisor hut. Re SIcI 
not nav heed to it. This witness had noted down the 
irregularities on a piece of paper hut the same was 
missing at the time he gave evidence. In order to 
test his memorv a question was put to him as to the 
date of his birth that was entered at the time of his 
admission in the Primarv School, He could not say 
that. 

20. On the point of irregularities Makhan _ Rai 
("P.W. 21 counting agent on behalf of the candidate 
Rnchu Lai stated as follows: there were about 400 
ballot papers which did not contain official seal and 
signature of the Presiding Officer, but those were 
counted In favour of respondent No 1, some ballot 
nnocrs which should have been counted in favour of 
the petitioner and Awadhbihari Singh were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. This witness has admit- 
ted that he did not file any written complaint before 
anybody and that the first time that he spoke about 
these irregularities was when he gave his evidence 
in this Court. 

21. P-efore I refer to the evidence adduced on be- 

half of Iho respondent in thil regard it would be 
relevant to refer to the arrangement made bv the 
authorities concerned in the matter of counting The 
Returning Officer Shri Arun Kumar Rose (R.W. 211 
has deposed that h° had appointed six Assistant Re- 
luming Officers and made each one of them incharge 
of each of the six segments of the Parliamentary 
fonsiituopcy. had delegated powers to those 

Assistant Returnin'* Officem to be incharge of count- 
ing. Shri R N. Vrrmn 'R.W. 21 was the S.D.O. at 
Hajirnr in those d:*vs AT mortals for election were 
supplied bv the Hajipur Election Officer and tha' 
office was under his direct control. He has stated 
that he had surplied one rejection seal for each seg- 
ment. Shri Kashi Nath Has (R.W. 41 was the Magis- 
trate incharge of the election work. The election 
office vns under his control and he was responsible 
for supplying materials to the officers for counting. 
He stated that he had given one rejection seal to 
each of the eight segments. He has further stated 
th d in Hu* anmiarw where the counting was going on 
electric connection had been done bv the Electricity 
Works Department and electrlcitv was being supplied 
by Iho Supply Division of that Department. Besides 
this there was a generator and its line also ran paral- 
lel to the above line. In addition to this there were 
some petromaxes which were kept burning by way 
of standby arrangement. 


22. Now let us see that is the kind of evidence 
that has been adduced on behalf of the respondent to 
controvert the allegations made by the PWs. 14, 19, 
and 20. Evidence on behalf of the respondent in res- 
pect of this segment consists of as already stated 
above, the Assistant Returning Officer (R.W. 26), 

Counting Supervisors (R.Ws. 10 and 12) and count- 
ing agents (R, Ws. 29 and 32). R. W. 25 has deposed 
that there was only one rejection seal in his segment 
which was in his erstody and it was he who used 
to put the rejection seal after personally scrutinising 
the doubtful ballot papers. He had denied the kind 
of illegalities and irregularities that have been stated 
bv the P.Ws and also said that no candidate nor any 
of his counting agents complained to him regarding 
any irregularity in the matter of counting, 

23. The Supervisor (R.W. 10) has deposed that he 
was not provided with any rejection seal and it was 
not he who put the rejection seal, He had denied 
the illegalities and irregularities which are said to 
have been committed. Similar is the evidence of the 
other Counting Supervisor (R.W. 12). The Counting 
agent (R.W, 29) has denied that objections raised were 
not listened to by the authorities roncerned. The 
other counting agent (R.W. 32) has also deposed that 
no counting agent on behalf of the petitioner had 
raised any objection. 


24. Regard being had to the kind of evidence that 
has been adduced it is difficult to uphold the testi- 
mony of the three witnesses examined on behalf of 
the election petitioner. There is nothing to corro- 
borate them. The best evidence that was in their 
possession and on which they noted down the irregu- 
larities and the illegalities, have not been produced. 
Manifestly, no reliance can be placed upon their oral 
testimony based on memory and given after lapse 
of so much time. Moreover, the kind of witnesses 
that the respondent has examined on. his behalf and 
in view of what they have deposed, it is difficult to 
uphold the testimony of the witnesses examined on 
behalf of the petitioner. 

25. Evidence being of the same pattern it is not 
necessurv to refer to the kind of evidence that has 
been adduced in resoect of each of the other five 
assembly segments. I would, however, take up one 
more segment, sav. the Lulgunj Assembly segment. 
On behalf of the petitioner there is evidence of his 
four counting agents, namely, P.Ws." 3.5,6, and 7 
P.W. 3 has stated that counting commenced at 8 A.M. 
on the 10th and it continued till 1 A.M. on the 11th 
and the following irregularities were committed. 
There were 21 (ballot papers which had two seals on 
them and though they should have been rejected, 
they were counted in favour of respondent No. 1. 
There were 32 such ballot papers which should have 
been counted in favour of candidates other than the 
petitioner and respondent No. 1. There were nine 
blank ballot papers and these were counted in favour 
of respondent No. 1. There were 19 such ballot 
papers which had seal on the shaded portion, yet 
these were counted in favour of respondent No. 1. 
There were 24 ballot papers on which seal had been 
out nn the back of the symbol of respondent No. 1, 
hut still they were counted in favour of respondent 
No. 1. There were 306 ballot papers which did not 
contain the seal or signature of the Presiding Officer, 
but they were counted in favour of respondent No. I. 
There were 19 ballot n-aners in which the seal was 
nut in the eorrmartment meant for the petitioner but 
slightly away from the symbol, but these were re- 
jected One bundle containing 45 ballot papers and 
another containing 47 ballot papers wpre counted as 
50 each in favour of respondent No. 1. He used to 
look to the counting on other tables also and similar 
irregularity was committed there also. He says he 
made complaint to the Supervisor and that the seal 
of rejection of ballot papers used to be put by the 
Supervisor. 
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26. He has admitted that he did not file any com- 
plaint in writing before the A.R.O. ( Assistant Return- 
ing Officer). He had kept a detailed note of the 
irregularities committed on a piece of pacer but that 
paper was not produced. In order to test his me- 
mory he was asked to say whether he could say the 
order in which the names and symbols of each of the 
candidates were printed on the ballot papers. He re- 
plied in the negative. 

27. P.W. 5 has spoken of the following irregulari- 
ties. Twenty five ballot papers containing seal of 
respondent No. 1 and another candidate, were count- 
ed in favour of respondent No. 1. Fifteen ballot 
papers which had seal on the hut, were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. Twenty blank ballot papers 
were counted in favour of respondent No. 1. Ten ballot 
papers on the back of which occurred the seal' of res- 
pondent No. 1 against the compartment meant for 
respondent No 1. were counted in favour of respon- 
dent No. 1. Eight ballot papers having seal on the 
shaded portion were counted in favour of respondent 
No. 1. About 225 ballot papers having no seal or sig- 
nature of the Presiding Officer, were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. 30 ballot pavers were 
rejected upon which the seal was on the name of the 
petitioner and not on his symbol. There were two 
bundles; one containing 44 ballot papers and another 
47. and thev were counted as 50 each in favour of 
respondent No. 1. He had raised objections to the 
Supervisor but the latter said that whatever was be- 
ing done, was correct. He has also stated that the 
rejection seal used to be put on the table bv the 
Supervisor, and that the irregularities deposed to by 
him were also noticed on other tables. In his cross- 
examination he has admitted that the piece of paper 
on which he had noted down the figures was missing. 
Curiously enough when he met the petitioner two or 
three days after the counting he did not tell him the 
figures which he. from his memory attempted to re- 
produce at the hearing. He has also admitted that 
he did not file any complaint to the Returning Officer. 

28. About the irregularities evidence of P.W. 6 is as 

follows: There were 25 ballot papers which contained 
the seal of either the petitioner or of any other can- 
didate. but these were counted in favour of respon- 
dent No. 1. There were 27 ballot papers which con- 
tained seal of respondent No. 1 ns also of other candi- 
dates but these were counted in favour of respondent 
No. 1; there were 30 ballot papers which contained 
seal on the shaded portion but these were counted 
in favour of respondent No. 1; 35 ballot papers con- 
tained seal of respondent No. 1 on tho "back of the 
compartment meant for him but ^hesn were counted 
in favour of respondent No. 1: 37 tfiank ballot oar"rc 
were counted in favour of respondent No. 1; ?75 

ballot papers which contained seal of respondent No. 
1 all right hut there was no seal or signature of the 
Presiding Officer on their back and these were count- 
ed in favour of respondent No. 1: 20 baffnt papers 
were rejected where the seal of the petitioner was 
not on the symbol but near about his name. There 
were five bundles which contained 48, 48, 45. 45 and 
49 ballot papers each but these were counted as 50 
each The rejection seal used to be put on the table by 
the Supervisor. This witness has also admitted that he 
did not make any complaint in writing to any one. 
He was elected as Secretary of the Multi Purpose 
Co-operative Society of his village in December, 
’'" 10 . It was taken out from him that he did not re- 
member the exact date intending to show that if his 
memory fails him in respect of such an important 
.went of his life he cannot be believed m respect of 
the figures of illegalities and irregular! ‘ics which he 
chose to reproduce from memory. 

29. P.W. 7 says that he noticed the following irre- 
gularities. There were 25 ballot papers where the 
seal was put either on the petitioner’s symbol or on 
the symbol of other candidate but these were count- 
ed in favour of respondent No. 1; there were 25 ballot 
papers which contained seal on the symbol of respon- 
dent No. 1 and of other candidate but these were 


counted in favour of respondent No. 1: there were 30 
ballot papers where the seal was on the shaded por- 
tion but these were counted in favour of respondent 
No. 1; there were 35 ballot papers on the back of 
which was the seal of the resp-ondnt No. 1 but these 
were counted in favour of respondent No. 1; there 
were 36 blank ballot papers but these were counted 
in favour of respondent No. 1; there were 250 ballot 
papers which did not contain the seal and signature 
of the Presiding Officer but these were counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. There were 5 bundles 
out of which two contained 45 ballot papers each and 
three contained 46 ballot papers each but these were 
counted as 50 each in favour of respondent No 1. 
Forty ballot papers were rejected which contained 
the seal of the petitioner near his name but' not on 
his symbol. He has further deposed that the Super- 
visor used to put the rejection =eal on his table and 
that he had orally complained about it to the Super- 
visor. This witness also has not produced the chit of 
paper on which he says he had noted down the irre- 
gularities. Curiously enough he says that when he 
met the petitioner four or five davs after the counting 
he did not tell him the different figures which he has 
given now and that it was for the first time while 
giving evidence that he sooke about these details. He 
too has admitted that he did not file any complaint in 
writing before the Assistant Returning Officer. 

30. Above is the kind of evidence adduced on be- 
half of the petitioner. 

31. Let us now see what is the kind of evidence 
aduced on behalf of the respondent. To begin with, 
reference may be made to the testimony of the Assis- 
tant Returning Officer (R.W. 6). He has deposed that 
no counting agent nor any candidate made any com- 
plaint whatsoever to him regarding anv illegally or 
irregularity in the matter of counting. He has denied 
the different irregularities and illegalities that are 
said to have been committed. His further evidence 
is that onlv one rubber seal for rejection was .supplied 
to him and that was under his custody. Before re- 
jecting the ballot papers he used to scrutinise the 
same and then put the rejection seal. He had made 
a test check of the counted ballot papers. Th« two 
Supervisors are R W. 24 and 26. R.W. 24 has denied 
that he has provided with any rejection peal and that 
ho used to reject the ballnf papers on the counting 
table. He has stated that the doubtful ballot pap°rs 
used to be sent to the Assistant Returning Officer. He 
has also denied that kinds of illegalities and irregu- 
larities about which thp P.Ws. have spoken. Similar 
is the evidence of the other counting Supervisor R W. 
26. 

32. The respondent has examined two of his count- 
in'* agents also. They are R Ws. 19 and 33. Evi- 
dence of RW. 19 is that ho was pmsent in the count- 
ing segment from the beeinning till the end. He has 
denied the different illegalities and irregularities do- 
wsed to by the P.Ws. Similar is the evidence of R.W. 

33. 

33. I have reproduced above the kind of evidence 
that has been adduced or behalf of the parties in 
resr^cf of their rival contentions. For the reasons 
which I have assigned while rejecting the case of the 
"ofitioner in respect of the Hajipur Assembly Cons- 
tituency" I reiect the testimony of his witnesses in 
respect of this Assembly Constituency also. 

34. Regard being has to the identical kind of evi- 
dence in respect of the remaining four Assembly cons- 
tituencies. it would be futile to_ refer to them and the 
reasons which have weighed with me in rejecting the 
testimony of +ho petitioner’" witnesses in respect of 
Han-.-ur and Lalgunj Assembly Constituents apply 
with eoual force in respect of the remaining four 
Assembly segments also. 

35. On the question of rejection of ballot papers bv 
the Counting Supervisors of different assembly seg- 
ments, however, I will refer to the evidence that has 
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been adduced on behalf of the parties. There is evi- 
dence of P.'Ws. 1 to 15, 17 and 19 in this regard. Evi- 
dence ot ail these witnesses is of the kind that it was 
the Counting Supervisors who used to reject the 
ballot papers. In other words this was not done by 
the Assistant Returing Officers. The above witnesses 
have also' stated tnat complaints made by them to the 
Counting ^supervisors remained unheeded. I have 
stated above that except their oral testimony there is 
notning to corroborate them. As against this, there 
are a large number of witnesses examined on behalf 
of the respondent to controvert the above allegations. 
Of them R.Ws. 10 to 12, 14 to 17, 22 to 24 and 26 are 
the dinerent Counting Supervisors. They have de- 
posed that they were not provided with any rejection 
seal- and that they did not reject the ballot papers. 
They have also denied the allegations that complaints 
made lo them went unheeded. They are supported 
by the different Assistant Returning Officers. They 
are R.Ws. 1, 3, 5, 6, 25 and 35. Besides these Assis- 
tant Returning Officers I have deposed that the seal 
had been entrusted to the Assistant Returning Offi- 
cers. Reference to some of the witnesses named above 
have already been made while dealing with Hajipur 
and Lalgunj Assembly constituencies. Thus on a con- 
sideration of the materials on record I have no hesi- 
tation in rejecting the petitioner’s case that the ballot 
papers used to be rejected by the counting Super- 
visors and that on complaints being made to them 
they did not listen to the same. 

36. Besides examining his counting agents who had 
worked on his behalf in different assembly segments, 
the petitioner also has pledged his oath on the point 
of improper and illegal acceptance or rejection of 
ballot papers. He (P.W. 18) has deposed that there 
were some ballot papers, which had no official seal 
nor signature of the Presiding Officer, but' only the 
seal and symbol of Respondent No. 1 and these w.ere 
counted in favour of respondent No. 1. There were 
some ballot papers, which had seal of respondent No. 

1 on the back of the ballot papers and these were 
counted in favour of respondent No. 1. There were 
some ballot papers containing seal on the symbol of 
respondent No. 1 and on the symbol of other candi- 
dates and these wer e counted in favour ’ of respon- 
dent No. 1. There were some ballot papers which 
had seal on the symbol of respondent No. 1 near the 
shaded portion and these were counted in favour of 
respondent No. 1. There wer e some ballot papers 
which had seal near the name of the petitioner, but 
these were counted in favour of respondent No. 1; 
sqme blank ballot papers were counted in favour of 
respondent No. 1. Some bundles did not contain 50 
ballot papers but these were counted as 50 each in 
favour of respondent No. 1. Some ballot papers of 
other candidates were also counted in favour of res- 
pondent No. 1. There were more than 8000 such 
ballot papers, which had been irregularly counted in 
favour of respondent No. 1. It will be noticed that 
evidence of this witness is extremely vague. He has 
no personal knowledge inasmuch as according to 
his own case he was not present in the counting hall 
during the course of counting. I shall have occasion 
to deal with this part of his evidence presently. Some 
of the counting agents from whom he derived his 
knowledge have stated that they did not intimate 
the figures of different illegalities and irregularities 
to the petitioner. The chits of papers on which the 
figures were noted were not handed over to him. 
Therefore, his testimony that there were more than 
8000 such ballot papers which had been irregularly 
counted in favour of respondent No. 1, is vague and 
indefinite and manifestly, cannot be relied upon. 

37. The petitioner (P.W. 18) has examined himself 
to say that on hearing the news of his wife’s illness 
at Patna he had to leave the counting hall at about 
9.30 A.M. On March 10, 1971 meaning thereby that 
he could not make any complaint or file any written 
complaint during the course ^of counting. H e has 
further deposed that next morning he could contact 
the District Magistrate and inform him about the 
irregularities and requested him for a recount bdt he 


expressed his inability. It would thus be necessary 
xo see how far the petitioner’s evidence on this point 
can be upheld. His evidence is of the following kind. 
On March 9, i971 when he left Patna tor Hajipur his 
wffe was slightly ill and not particularly ill. His ser- 
vant Rajendra came to him between 7 and 8 A.M. 
on March iu, 1971 at Hajipur and told him that his 
wife was running high temparature and that she had 
cone pam. Accordingly, he came from Hajipur to 
Paine jaghat on a jeep and crossed the river on Rail- 
way s„ earner and reached Patna at about 12.30 P.M. 
He consulted Dr. N. C. Sen, an allopath, w!k> pr.es- 
criped medicine and the temperature came down the 
next day. Before leaving Hajipur he had asked Bi- 
rendra Kumar to apprise him of the counting situa- 
tion by means of telephone. Birendra Kumar, how- 
ever, aid not give him any information. At night he 
boomed a call ror Hajipur by telephone No. 32 but he 
couid not get any news. At 6 A.M. next day, that is, 
on March 11, 197i, he could talk to his counting agent 
iiajeshwar Prasad Singh at Hajipur who told him 
about the irregularities that had been committed in the 
course of counting. P.W. 18 wanted to catch the pri- 
vate lerry steamer to go to Muzaftarpur but he missed 
it so he bot ’ ’ ‘ ” ' the District 

Magistrate, . ■ , .. Officer). The 

call mater lia! ... 2 requested him 

for a recount on account of the irregularities that were 
committed at the time of counting. But the Return- 
ing Officer expressed his inability as he was going to 
announce the resuit and that people had already 
collected. 

38. In support of his contention, the petitioner has 
examined P.Ws. 6, 7, 8, 9, and 18 They are all his 
counting agents. P.W. 6 has deposed thaf he had 
met the petitioner at 8 A.M. on the counting day and 
thereafter he met him five days later. He volun- 
teered that his wife had fallen ill so he had to go to 
Patna on the counting date. P.W. 7 has deposed that 
he did not meet the petitioner after 8.30 A.M. on the 
counting day. Similar is the evidence of the P.W. 8. 
P.W. 9 has deposed chat at 9 A.M. on March 10, 1971 
the petitioner told him in the counting hall that his 
wife had fallen ill so he had to go to Patna. 

39. As against the above evidence adduced on behalf 
of the petitioner, the respondent has examined a 
large number of witnesses to say that the petitioner 
was ail along in tjie counting hall during the course 
of counting. Those days P.W. I was an Additional 
Collectior at Muzaffarpur and had worked as Assis- 
tant Returning Officer. Fie has deposed that he had 
met the petitioner in the forenoon and in the after- 
noon on the counting date. R.W. 4 was the Magis- 
trate Incharge of election. He has stated that he had 
seen the petitioner in the morning. R.W. 5 was the 
District Land Acquisition Officer and had worked as 
the Assistant Returning Officer. He has stated that 
the petitioner was present in the counting hall all 
along and that he had met him at 10 P.M. on that 
date. R.W. 6 was posted as the District Welfare Offi- 
cer and had acted as the Assistant Returning Officer. 
He stated that he had met the petitioner at 12,30 A.M. 
or 1 A.M. on March 11, 1971. Respondent No. 1 has 
examined himself as R.W. 8. According to him the 
petitioner was present in the counting hall till 10 or 
11 P.M. on the counting date. R.W. 10 was the co- 
operative Supervisor and had acted as counting 
supervisor. He had seen the petitioner till 9 or 9.30 
P.M. on the counting date. 

40. Then there is the evidence of other witnesses 
also,, namely, R.Ws. 14. 16 to 22, 22 to 26 and 28 to 35 
to show that the petitioner was present in the count- 
ing hall in the afternoon or in the evening and that 
he was not away from Hajipur as is claimed by him. 

41. Besides the overwhelming evidence of responsi- 
ble persons on behalf of the respondent testifying 
to the presence of the petitioner in the counting hall 
all along, there are intrinsic materials in the evI3ence 
of the petitioner himself to cast doubt on his case, 
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According to the petitioner (P.W. 18) he has two sons 
and none of them was at Patna on the counting date. 
It seems that except the servant Rajendra there was 
no male member m the house on that date, In the 
circumstances, it is difficult to believe that the ser- 
vant Rajendra will be sent from Patna to Hajipur to 
convey the news of illness of the petitioner’s wife to 
him when the purpose could effectively be served by 
means of a telephonic call. The doctor who is said to 
have treated the petitioner’s wife has not been exa- 
mined nor any other evidence produced in support of 
the wife's illness. It does not stand to reason that the 
p-etitioner, who was actively fighting out the election, 
would suddenly leave the counting hall without ask- 
ing anybody to look after the counting in his absence. 
The conduct of Birendra Kumar Jalswal (P.W. 9) is 
also surprising. The petitioner Is phupha of Birendra 
Kumar Jaiswal (P.W. 9), Birendra Kumar has de- 
posed that at night he did not try to telephone the 
petitioner nor did he come to Patna. P.W. 9 says he 
had worked as the counting agent of the petitioner 
and had noticed the illegal acceptance and rejection of 
ballot papers. It is difficult to believe him that hav- 
ing been requested by his phupha to Inform him about 
the counting progress he would not do so when he 
himself had noticed so many illegalities and irregula- 
rities. Therefore, on the evidence as brought on re- 
cord I have no hesitation in rejecting the petitioner's 
evidence that because of his wife's illness he was not 
in the counting hall during ihe course of counting and 
as such he could not make any complaint or file any 
written complaint before the authorities on the c okht- 
ing date. 


42. Regarding telephonic conversation on March, 11, 
1971 with the petitioner, evidence of the Returning 
Officer (R.W. 21) is that prior to the declaration of 
the result he did not receive any complaint either 
from the candidate or from their counting agents or 
anybody on iheir behalf. About half an hour after 
the declaration of the result he received a telephonic 
call and the man speaking on the other end was 
Bfilrnki Choudhary, the petitioner of this case. On 
the request for recount the witness replied that since 
the result had already been announced there was no 
scope for recounting. Therefore, evidence of the Re- 
turning Officer is also of no avail to the petitioner. 
In fact, his evidence belies the petitioner in one, res- 
pect. namely, that the talks between the petitioner 
and the Returning Officer was after the declaration 
of result and not prior to it ** is claimed by the 
petitioner. 


43. Ip paragraphs 10 and 11 of tbc election petition 
grievance has been made against the method adopted 
in doing the scrutiny and counting of ballot papers. 
It is stated in paragraph 10 that the process of the 
scrutiny and counting of the ballot papers was com- 
plicated and that all the ballot papers were taken out 
from the ballot boxes and were divided in bundles 
and mixed in a drum and then counted and made in 
bundles of fifty. Paragraph 11 says that the process 
was tiring and expanded and that there was no cont- 
rol and regularity in scrutinising and counting 
the ballot papers. 

44. Petitioner’s witnesses have testified to the 
method of counting a s referred to in paragraph 10 
above. They have, however, not affirmed that it was 
complicated. P.W. 2 has stated that the counting 
commenced at 8 A.M. and continued till 10 P.M. Evi- 
dence of PWs. 3 and 5 is that tbc counting continued 
till 1 A.M. the same night. None of the witnesses, 
however, have set out any material to show that 
there was no control and regularity in scrutinising 
and counting the ballot papers. 


45. The method adopted in doing the counting and 
on which the petitioner's witnesses twe led evidence 
and which has been referred to above has not been 


shown to be contrary to law. Rule 56 of the Conduct 
of Election Rules says: 

"Subject to such general or special directions, it 
any, as may be given by Election Commis- 
sion in this behalf, the ballot papers taken 
out of all boxes used in a constituency shall 
be mixed together and then arranged in con- 
venient bundles and scrutinised.” 

The detailed instructions in this regard will be 
found at pages 76-76 of the Hand Book for Returning 
Officers. I do not find anything in the method of 
counting adopted which runs counter to the aforesaid 
rule 56 and the Instructions given to the Returning 
Officers. 

46. So far as the continuous counting is concerned, 
this also cannot be helped, Rule 60 of the Conduct 
of Election Rules, 1961, is clear on the point. It says: 

“The Returning Officer shall, as far as practi- 
cable, proceed continuously with counting 
and shall, during any intervals when the 
counting has to be suspended, keep the ballot 
papers, packets and all other papers relating 
to the election sealed with his own seal and 
the seals of such candidates or election agents 
as may desire to affix their sealc and take 
sufficient precaution for their safe custody 
during such intervals.” 

There is no grievance that during the interval any 
violation of this Rule was committed, Therefore, 
there is nothing to uphold the objections raised in 
paragraphs 10 and 11 of the election petition. 

47. In paragraph 12 of the election petition allega- 

tion has been made that there was no proper arrange- 
ment of light and because of the frequent failure of 
electricity, counting stall had the full privilege to do 
partiality by putting votes of other candidates in 
favour of respondent No. 1. In support of this aver- 
ments there is evidence of P.W.g 8, 17, 19 and 20. 

P.W. 8 ljas deposed that the samiana had loose wir- 
ing and at 9 or 9.30 P.M. on March 10, 1971 electric 
light went off for about 10 or 15 minutes and during 
this period also ballot papers were being bandied by 
the counting staff. He has admitted that although he 
was a counting agent he djd not file any petition be- 
fore any authority saying that during the? failure of 
electric light counting staffs were handling the ballot 
papers. Against this witness and his father a criminal 
case under section 42 o and 1208 of the Indian Penal 
Code Is pending . P.W. 17 has deposed that there was 
failure of electric light between 9 and 9,30 P.M. for 
about ten minutes and even during this period of 
darkness ballot papers were handled. Ho has further 
stated that during the breakdown he had noticed 30 or 
35 ballot papers in the hands of the two members of 
the counting staff. This witness in his examination- 
in-chicf gave out numbers of ballot papers which 
were illegally or improperly accepted or rejected. In 
those figures hr did not include these 30 to' 35 ballot 
papers. On being cross-examined he said that it was 
because he did not recall this fact at that time. Evi- 
dence o( P.W. 19 is that knchlm wiring was done In 
Ihe sa n liana where bulbs and tube lights were fitted 
and that after 9 P.M. for ten or twelve minutes, 
there was failure of electricity. This witness had 
stood as a candidate for the Assembly Constituency 
in 1967 and his security was forfeited. Evidence of 
P.W. 29 is that there was failure of rl-ctric light at 
9 A.M. for about ten minutes Suggestion was put to 
all those witnesses whether besides tbc electric con- 
nection tb u re was a generator walking and prtromax 
burning. They denied Ibis suggestion. It is 1o be 
roTced that the above P.Ws do not sneak about the 
frequent failure of electricitv nor that during the 
breakdown period the counting staff did anv partia- 
lity. 

43. All th" facts testified to bv ‘he PWs have 
been denied bv the respondent and he nos ex’mmed 
outnesses to show that there was no failure of elec- 
tricity and that there was triple arrangement for the 
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lighting purpose. Evidence in this regard consists of 
R.Ws. 1 to 12, 14 to 22 to 28 and 30 to 35 . Bills 
and other papers showing payment of Choudhary 
Electric Company from where the generator was 
obtained and of Jawaiiar Choudhary from whom 
petromaxes were hired have been proved. Then 
there is non-interruption certificate, showing that 
during the course of counting there was no interrup- 
tion in the supply of electricity. 

49. Of the above witnesses R.Ws. 1,3,5,6,25 and 35 
are the Assistant Returning Officers Incharge of each 
of these segments. R.Ws. 10 to 12, 14 to 17 and 22 to 
24 arc the Counting Supervisors. R.Ws. 18, to 20. 28 
and 3(J to 34 are the Counting agents. All of them 
have denied the failure of electricity and other alle- 
gations made by the petitioner’s witnesses. 

50. R.W. 2 Shri R. N. Verma was the Sub-divisional 
Officer of ILajipur those days. He has deposed that 
the lighting arrangement was done under his super- 
vision. Counting was done in a Samiana enclosed on 
all sides and its electric connection had been done by 
the Electricity Works Department. Besides, one 
generator was hired andi this was kept in running 
condition all along. Electric connection from this 
generator was also made in the samiana so that in 
case of failure of electricity from the main line, elec- 
tricity from the generator will be supplied, The 
third safeguard was hiring of petromaxes which were 
kept burning in the samiana. He has also stated that 
he passed the bill for the generator which was taken 
on hire from Choudhary Electric Company. He has 
proved his endorsement (Ext. E) on it. 

51. R.W. 4 the Magistrate Inchargc of the election 
work has deposed that the line from the generator 
and from the main ran parallel and that in addition 
some petromaxes were kept burning by way of stand- 
by arrangement. He has also proved the bill for 
supply of the generator by the Choudhary Electrical 
Company and Dill for hiring petromaxes, which was 
checked and passed by_ Mr, Akbari (vide Exts. E/2 
and E/3). R.W. 7 is the Hcadclerk who has been 
examined in connection with the bill from the Chou- 
dhary Electrical Company. He has proved the en- 
dorsement of the proprietor Satya Narain Choudhary 
in token of having received the payment. R.W. 9 is 
the Nazir of the court of Subdivision^! Officer, Haji- 
pur. He has spoken about the three types of lighting 
arrangements and the fart that he had checked the 
bill for the petromaxes supplied by Jawuhar Chou- 
dhary and the bill was passed bv Mr. Akbari, Nazarat 
Deputy Collector. In token of having received the 
hire charge, the proprietor Jawahar Choudharv put 
down his signature (Ext. E/9) upon the bill, R.W. 27 
was posted as Engineer Assistant in the Electricity 
Department at Hajipur. He was inchargc of supply 
of Electricity in the counting enclosure was from the 
local power house and that on the day of counting 
there was no interruption in the supply of electricity 
and that in case of interruption in the supply of elec- 
tricity the fact is noted. He has proved the certifi- 
cate (Ex. F). 

52. From the materials discussed above the allega- 
tions made in paragraph 12 and the evidence led by 
the petitioner in this regard cannot be upheld. 

53 In paragraph 13 of the election petition grie- 
vance lias been made of the fact that several un- 
authorised and undesirable persons, who were work- 
ing for respondent No. 1 managed to have their entry 
into the counting compartments and thereby created 
confusion and did manoeuvring. This has been 
denied by the respondent and there is evidence of 
R. S. 4,8,18,19 and 28 "in ihis regard. R.W„ 4 the 
Magistrate incharge of election work has deposed 
that no unauthorised person was admitted within 
the counting enclosure at any point of time. The res- 
pondent (R.W. 8) ha s stated that entry pass had to 
be shown before one could get into the counting hall. 
Evidf nee of R.W. 18, the counting agent, is that 
ther c was arrangement of police to maintain law and 
01 dep and that no unauthorised person was admitted 


in the samiana and entry was regulated by means of 
pass. Similar is the evidence of another counting 
agent (R.W. 19). He himself possessed a gate pass. 
R.W. 29, the third counting agent has also deppsed 
likewise, 


54. Not only that there is evidence cf the above 
witnesses of respondent on this point 1 ut even wit- 
ness Nos, 2 and 3 examined On behalf of Tic petitioner 
have admitted this fact. Evidence of P.W. 2 is that 
in order to enter into the counting compartment he 
had to show his entry pass at the gate. He had also 
to show his pass while entering into the particular 
compartment. Evidence of P.W. 3 is that he had to 
show his gate pass while entering into the samiana 
and also while entering into any yariicular compart- 
ment, He had noticed a constable at the entrance of 
the samiana. There is no evidence on behalf of the 
petitioner to substantiate the allegatiohs made in 
paragraph 13 of the election petition and regard be- 
ing had to the evidence that is on record and discuss- 
ed above, this contention of the petitioner must also 
be held to have been not proved. 

55. So far as paragraphs 15 to 20 of the election 
about the continuous counting which started from 
galities and irregularities and improper acceptance 
and rejection concerning ballot papers and these 
have been already discussed above and have been 
found to have been not substantiated. 

50. Paragraph 21 of the election petition speaks 
about the continuous counting which stated from 
8 a.m. on March 10, 1971 and went on till 3 a.m. on 
March 11, 1971 and that the counting was being con- 
ducted in great haste and the objections raised on 
behalf of the petitioner remained unheard. I have 
already dealt with this aspect of the matter and have 
held that the petitioner’s case in this regard al30 
cannot be upheld. 


57. Regard being had to the findings recorded above 
it must be held that the counting and scrutiny of 
ballot papers were done in accordance with law and 
that there was no improper acceptance, refusal or 
rejection of votes as alleged in different paragraphs 
of the election petition, and naturally, therefore, the 
result of the election has not been aifected, as such 
issue No, 2 must be decided in the affirmative and 
issue No. 3 in the negative. 

58. Issue No. 4.~In paragraph 32 of the election 
petition it is stated that because of illegal and im- 
proper scrutiny and counting of ballot papers, more 
than 8,000 ballot papers which were either fit to Ibe 
rejected or were of other candidates, were counted in 
favour of respondent No 1. and more than 1.000 
ballot papers which were fit to be accepted in favour 
of the petitioner, were illegally rejected and this has 
materially affected the result of the elction. 

59. In paragraph 23 It is stated that had the ballot 
papers been counted according to law and without 
partiality the petitioners would have received majo- 
rity of valid votes and he would have been declared 
elected, I have found above that no case of improper 
or illegal acceptance or rejection of ballot papers has 
been proved and that being so, there is no substance 
in cither of the averments made in paragraphs 22 
and 23 of the election petition, 

60. Issue No. 5.— In the result the petitioner is en- 
titled to no relief. The election petition is accord- 
ingly dismissed with costs and pleader’s fee Rs. 500/-. 

Let a substance of this decision be immediately 
sent to the Election Commission and the Speaker of 
the Lok Sabha and thereafter an authenticated copy 
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of this decision be sent to the Election Commission as 
soon as possible. 

(Sd.) J. NARAIN, 
|No. 82/BR/1/71.1 

Patna High Court: 

The 19th May, 1972. 


New Delhi, the 27 th June 1972 

S.O. 2688. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section H) of section 13A of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1950, the Election Commission in 
consultation with the Administration of the Union 
Territory of Chandigarh, hereby nominates Shri B. S. 
Ojha, Home Secretary, Union Territory of Chandigarh 
as the Chief Electoral Officer for the Union Territory 
of Chandigarh from the forenoon of 12th June, 1972 
and until further order vice Shri S. N. Bhanot. 

LNo. 154/CII/72.1 

'TPT fTT?TT RETT 
v.*f fecHT, 2 7 5PT, 19 7 2 

PRo STTo 2688 . — TfTfafKUT sqWTUT, 1 95 0 Tf 
STCT 1 3-T ^ TTTRT ( 1 ) 5HT 5P3 tT TfpTTI TT 5PTfT 
ifiTyf ^TT, fRjfTT TPTTT T^StT? TT v I :>J -1 STT T 5TTTTT 

% TURtr «fl itto f^fo tittt % ^ttt tt pto 

?ff5TT, TfT Tf%T, TTsRpj HR UST <RT, TT T'lftTT TTHTT 
% fsfrr RHT fdTldd UrfTT 7 % R 1 2 TT, 197 2 
^ *1 5 FPT TTTut TTT TH^gT 7 ! TTTfT'TfPT TRTT £ I 

[To 154/’P#I»F?/72] 


New Delhi, the 18th July 1972 

S O 2689. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 13 A of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1950, the Election Commission m con- 
sultation with the Government of Himachal I radesh, 
hereby nominates Shri L. Hmingliana Tochhawing, 
Financial Commissioner, Himachal Pradesh as the 
Cliief Electoral Officer for the State of Himachal Pra- 
desh with effect from 17th Junev 1972 ( A.N.) and 
until further orders, vice Shri K. C. Pandeya. 

TNo. 154 /HP/72.1 


STffosfr, 18 1972 

itro %H° 268 9 . — TtT srfdPlfacT TfsrfrTT, 
1 9 5 0 dft 9RT 13 f # TWFT ( 1 ) STU 
Slfapfi ^PT SPIRT 4vTT |tr, TWIT ffTTTT 

SlRd TTTTTT % TUT^ T «ft Toffto TuRlT % WH TO 
itto ^fi mP-i J M T <frem, frHRr 
Sf^TdTt 17 3JT, 1972 (RTH^) T TTT TTtdff UP 
STTH TT7T % fuT Piqino STTfaTT % UT T 
v i Rdil U TUT fddfuT TRTT t I 

[To 154/f^°T°/72] 


New Delhi, the 21st July 1972 

S.O. 2690. — In pursuanc? of section 111 ol the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the order dated the 20th 
June, 1972 of the High Court of Orissa of the with- 
drawal of Election P?tition No. 2 of 1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF ORISSA 
On 

Order-sheet 

Election Petition No. 2 of 1971 
Biju alias Bijoy ananda Fatnaik. — Petitioner. 
Versus 

Dutikrlshna Panda and another,— Respondents, 


Serial No. Date of Order with signature 

of order Order 


M2. 20-6-1972 Heard the learned Advocates. 

The application for withdrawal has been allowed by 
this Court and it has been published in the Orissa 
Gazette dated 5th May, 1972. No person has come 
forward to he substituted in place of the petitioner. 
The case is closed. A report of the fact that the case 
has been withdrawal be made to the Election Commis- 
sion as required under Section HI of the Representa- 
tion of the people Act. 1951, 

Sd./- G. K. MISRA. 

[No. 82/OR/271,] 


New Delhi, the 25th July 1972 

S.O 2691. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-scction (1) of section 13A of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1950, the Election Commission, in 
consultation with the Government of Mahurushtra, 
hereby nominates Shri L. M. Nadkarni, Special Secre- 
tary to Government, General Administration Depart- 
ment, as the Chief Electoral Officer for the State of 
Maharashtra from the date he takes over and until 
further orders nice Shri J. C. Fernades. 

[No. 154/MT/72,] 


T# f^fl, 25 ^Tlf, 1972 

ttt°TI° 2691- — HIT TFTf-TftpT StMtTT, 1950TI 
TTTl 1 3 T Tl TTTPT ( 1 ) (TUT TTTT ufTTTT TT TTtT 
TTrf fu, fTTTTT STRUT, TRU % TTPUf T, 

sft Ho TiRo TTTTTl, fTTT TfTT TffiH^ T^TTR TTTFT 
TTITT fTTTT, TT TT% TtRtT 7 TT TT TRT Tl d iR’a T 

RT^SHTHT TTTl^o Tlo TTTTTTTS'T^PUT'T 7 , TgKB-J 

trii R far fTT < TTT STTpET 7 % ^T R hT^STTT 1W 
fMfftTT TOTT fI I 

[To 1 5 4/'Tffi 0 / 72 ] 


New Delhi, the 27 th July 1972 

S.O 2692. — In pursuance of section 106 of the Re- 
csentation of the People Act, 1951, the Election 
immission hereby publishes the order dated the 27th 
jrii 1972 of the High Court of Madhya Pradesh, 
balpur, in Election Petition No. 4 of 1971. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH 
JABALPUR 

BEFORE HON’BLE SHRI JUSTICE SURAJBHAN 
GROVER 

Election Petition No. 4 of 1971 , 

Ramsevak, aged about 40 years son of Ramcharan 
Shrivastava, Kayasth agriculturist, resident of village 
Lerol, Tahsil Lahar, District Bhind Post Kard— 
Petitioner. 

Vs: 

1. Vi-jaya Raje Scindia W/o. Late H. H. Jiwaji Rao 

Scindia, aged about 52 years resident of Jai 
Vilas Palace. Jainderganj. Gwalior-1, Tahsil 
and District Gwalior, Post Office Lashkar city 
(Gwalior) 

2. Yashwant Singh Kushwah S/o Rajaram Singh, 

a?ed about 55 years, occupation Public 
Worker, AsricultuTGt. resident of Laxmibai 
Colony, Maharani Laxmibai Road. Ward No. 
24, Tahsil and District Gwalior Post Office 
Gwalior. 

—Respondents. 


Petition under section 8 1 of the Representation of the People 
Act , 1961 


1. Shri A. B. Mishra 

2. Shri P. L. Dubey 

3. Shri R. K. Tankha 

4. Shri S. S. Mishra 

5. Shri U. N. Bachawat 

6. Shri S. K. Dubey 

7. Shri R. C. Dixit 

8. Shri A. S. Jha 

1. Shri K. A. Chitale 

2. Shri H. G. Mishra 

3. Ranoii Rao Shinde 

4. Shri A. K. Chitale 

5. Shri V. G. Khot 

6. Shri P. L. Mishra 


1 


f 


Advocates 


Counsel for 
the Petitioner 


Advocate 


Counsel for 
Respondent 
No. 1 


Advocate 


Counsel for 
Respondent 
No. 2 


Order 


This is an election petition filed by Ramsevak. an 
elector in the Bhind Parliamentary Constituency, 
under section 81 of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1951, hereinafter called the Act, for declaring the 
election of respondent No. 1, a successful candidate at 
the mid-term Parliamentary Lok Sabha election ot 
1971, to be void on the ground that she is guilty of 
committing corrupt practices enumerated in paragraphs 
10 and 11 of the petition. 


2. Nine persons filed their nomination papers for 
election to the Bhind Parliamentary Lok Sabha cons- 
tituency which was held on 4th of March 1971, but 
five out of them withdrew on the date fixed for the 
purpose and ultimately four persons contested the 
election. T'- ■■ • — No. 1 contested the election 

as an it?, ’-ut. she had obtained 

‘Dsenak’ ("Lamp) as her symbol which was a symbol of 
the Bhartiva Jan Saneh and she ws* declared success- 
ful having' secured 2.12 771 votes, while Shri Narsimi 
Rao Dixit obtained 1,22,533 votes who was the second 
best. It is alleged that, although the respondent No 1 
contested the election as an independent candidate this 
was a device to shield the expenses incurred bv her 
during election in excess of the limit prescribed bv the 
provisions of section 77 of the Act read with Rule 90 
of the Conduct, of Election Rules, 1961 in connection 
with the use of four helicopters for the purpose of her 
election when she had visited the places mentioned m 
paragraph lOAfl) fal of the petition. It is also 
alleged thV. the hiring and other charges inclusive ot 
fuel’ and all other expenses amounting to B= 79 000/-. 
which were either incurred hv the respondent No. 1 or 
authorised by the respondent No. 2. her election agent, 
havee not been included in the return of e ection e— 
nenses filed bv her. There is also an allegation that 
the' respondent No. 2 Shri Madhav Rao Scindia (son 
of respondent No. 1), Smt. ]V[zidtvvi Roje Scindio (nor 


daughter-in-law) and other persons invited by her and 
"her agents with the consent of the respondents visited 
the places by helicopters in the Constituency mention- 
ed in the petition and thus incurred expenses amount- 
ing to Rs. 5,000, Rs. 10,000, Rs. 10,000 and Rs. 35,000 res- 
pectively making a total of Rs. 1,30,000/- which have 
not been included in the return of her election ex- 
penses. It is further averred that the amount of 
Rs. 4.000/- included in the return of election expenses 
filed by her by way of payment for fuel expenses to 
Shri N. K. Shejwalker, Advocate, Gwalior, was a device 
adopted by her to save her from the charge of corrupt 
practice within the meaning of section 123 (6) of the 
Act. 

3. There is also another allegation that the respon- 
dent No. 1 used 11 motor vehicles for the election pur- 
poses, as detailed in paragraph 10A (4) of the peti- 
tion for a period of 20 days and the amount of expen- 
ses, which approximately come to Rs. 22,000/-, has not 
been included in her return of election expenses. 
It is further alleged that the respondent No. 1, during 
her election period falling between 27th January, 1971 
and 4th March 1971, got 50,000 note books, exercise 
books, printed at a cost of about not less than Rs. 
5,000/- from the Shivraj Fine Art Offset Litho Works, 
Nagpur, and distributed at different places, mentioned 
in paragraph 11 of her petition, as a gift to voters with 
a view to secure votes for her and thus is guilty 
of the corrupt practice of bribery within the meaning of 
section 123 (1) of the Act. There is also an allegation 
that the respondent No. 2, an election agent of res- 
pondent No. 1 incurred or authorised an expenditure 
of Rs. 72,917,77 vide Annexure 2, in respect of various 
items relating to her election, such as the hiring 
of cycles, feeding of workers, payment of advance 
towards the hiring of motor vehicles, establish- 
ment of election offices in all Assembly Constituen- 
cies within the Bhind Parliamentary Constituency and 
various other miscellaneous expenses, which has also 
not been included in her election expenses. 

4. The respondent No. 1 in her written statement 

denied all the allegations of corrupt practices alleged 
against her. As regards the incurring or authorising 
expenditure in excess of the limit prescribed by law. 
she has caverred that the petitioner has deliberately 
confused and mixed up the expenditure incurred by 
the Bhartiya Jan Sangh Party itself as a political party 
for propagating their ideology and policies as distinct 
from canvassing for her election. According to her, 
the helicopters were hired by the Bhartiya Jan Sangh 
Party and used for their political propaganda in the 
State of Madhaya Pradesh as well as in some other 
States and, although she admitted to have accompani- 
ed on some occasions with the Bhartiya Jan Sangh 
leaders for their political propaganda, she denied that 
these helicopers were used by her in connection with 
her election and there was, therefore, no question of 
inclusion of tlmse expenses in her return of election 
expenses. She further averred that she did not held 
election meetings and canvassed for herself on 8-2-1971 
9-2-1971, 23-2-1971, 24-2-1971, 25-2-1971 and 2-3-1971 

at places mentioned by the petitioner because she 
was so much popular that there was no necessity to 
canvass for herself. She, however admitted that the 
respondent No. 2 was her election agent, but neither he 
nor she incurred or authorised any expenditure alleged 
hv petitioner excent the one included in her election 
return. It is further denied that Shri Madhav Rao 
Scindia or anv body else visited any place in her cons- 
tituency with tier consent and the amount of 
R-= 1 20.000 alleged to have been spent for the use of the 
ho'iconters. etc., is also denied. In short, her answer is 
that the helicopters were hired by the Bhartiya Jan 
Sanph for their nolitical propaganda and she and her 
“lection agent neither procured nor hired nor used them 
for her election and that she had her own election 
machinery which had nothing to do with the workers 
of the Jan Sangh who worked for their political party 
and no body worked for her with her consent. As 
regards the allegation regarding the use of the motor 
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vehichles, she denied the name as well as the hiring 
expenses incurred or authorised by her or her election 
agent as alleged by the petition. She, however, admit- 
ted the printing and the distribution of the note books 
(exercise books) only on the occasion of her Golden 
Jubliee which was held in the month of October 1969, 
but denied their distribution during the election as a 
bribe in her constituency as alleged by the petitioner. 
As regards the allegation made in paragraph 10A (6) 
of the petition regarding other items of expenditure 
amount to Rs. 72,917.77, either incurred or authoris- 
ed by the respondent No. 2 during the period between 
27-1-1971 to 11-3-1971. she denied the same. 


5. The respondent No. 2 has admitted that he was 
an election agent of respondent No. 1, but has averred 
that he was also the Vice President of the Bhartiya Jan 
Sangh Party in the State of Madhya Pradesh and as such 
he was in charge of a zone comprising of the district of 
Bhind, Morena, Gwalior. Guna, Shivpuri and Vidisha for 
the political purposes of his party. He has denied to 
have incurred any expenses for respondent No. 1 dur- 
ing the period from 27-1-1971 to 11-3-1971 as alleged 
bv the petitioner. He has also denied that Annexure 2 
filed by the petitioner has anything to do with the elec- 
tion expenses incurred by or on behalf of the respon- 
dent No. 1. According to him, Annexure 2 is a draft 
of the letter pertaining to the expenses of the Bhartiya 
Jan Sangh sent to Shri N. K. Shejwalker. Treasurer of 
the Party for Madhya Pradesh. He has further denied 
that he has committed any corrupt practice and his 
reply for the use of the helicopters is the same as that 
of respondent No. 1. He has also said that the Bhar- 
tiya Jan Sangh party did not act as an agent of res- 
pondent No. 1 and he was neither entrusted nor did 
he handle any funds of respondent No. 1 for her elec- 
tion expenses. In short, as regards the hiring, pro- 
curing or using the helicoptors as well as the motor 
vehicles and distribution of the note books (exercise 
books), his reply is the same as that of respondent 
No. 1 and he has supported her case in all respects. 


6. The following issues were framed on the pleadings 
of the parties — 

1(a) Ha s the respondent No. 1 incurred or autho- 
rised expenditure more than the prescribed 
limit under the R.P. Act. 1951, and the rules 
made thereunder as detailed in paragraph 10A 
(1) (a) to (c). 10-A(2), 10A(3) (a) to (c), 

10-A(4) , 10-A(5) and 10-A(6)7. 

(b) Do the allegations in paras 10-A(1) and 
10-A74) suffer from lack of material parti- 
culars? 

2(a) Did respondent No. 1 or her election agent or 
with her con=°nt. during the period 27-1-1971 
to 4-3-1971 got distributed 50.000 exercise 
books to voters and their children throughout 
the constituency to induce the voters to vote 
for respondent No. 1 and if so, does it amount 
to bribery within the mischief of S. 123(1) of 
the R.P. Act, 1951? 

(b) Does this allegation suffer from lack of mate- 
rial particulars ? 

3. Is the petition filed by the petitioner time-barred? 

4. To what relief, if any, the petitioner is entitled 
to? 


7 Issue No. 1 (a) . — This issue is based on the allega- 
tion made by the petitioner in naragranh 10A of the 
petition It relates to the expend itn re alleged to have 
been incurred by the respondent No. 1 and her elec- 
tion a°°nt in contravention of section 77 of the Act 
read with Rule 90 of the Conduct of Elections Rules, 
1061 . if savs that 4 helicopters were used from tone 
to time in connection with the election of respondent 
No. 1 and the expenditure incurred or authorised bv 
the respondent No. 1 and her election agent had not 
been included in the return of election expenses which 
should have been not less than Rs. 70,000/- taking 
into account the places mentioned in paragraph 10A 


(1) (a) of the petition where respondent No. 1 had 
gone in connection with her own election propaganda. 
In paragraph 10A(1) (b) of the petition, it is averred 
that respondent No. 2, the election agent of respon- 
dent No. 1, had also supervised her election with' the 
result that the expenses for the use of the helicopters 
amounting to not less than Rs. 5,000/- should have 
been mentioned in her election return. Similarly, 
paragraph 10A(1) (c) of the petition deals with the 
visits of ‘Shri Madhav Rao Scindia, son of respondent 
No. 1, for her propaganda and that the expenses amo- 
unting to not less than Rs. 10,000/- were not included 
in the election return. In paragraph 10A(l)(d) of the 
petition, it is mentioned that Shrimati Madhvi Raje 
Scindia, daughter-in-law of respondent No. 1, also 
visited the places with her son for her propaganda 
and the expenses amounting to Rs. 10,000/- were not 
included in the return of election expenses. Similarly, 
paragraph 10A(l)(e) of the petition relates to the 
expenses incurred in connection with those persons 
who were invited for, her election campaign and also 
other persons who used the helicopters with the con- 
sent of either respondent No. 1 or respondent No. 2 and 
such expenses amounting to not less than Rs. 35,000 
were not included in the election return. According to 
the petitioner, the total amount of Rs. 1,30,000 was not 
included in the return of election expenses. It is also 
said that the inclusion of Rs. 4,000/- in her election 
expenses by way of payment of fuel expenses to Shri 
N. K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) is fictitious and this device 
was adopted with a view to shield the expenses incur- 
red by her or her election agent for hiring and using 
the helicopters which is a corrupt practice within the 
meaning of section 123(6) of the Act. 

8. In paragraph 10A(4) of the petition, it was aver- 
red that 11 vehicles were used in connection with her 
election, but their expenses amounting to Rs. 22,000/- 
were not included in the election return. Similarly, 
an amount of Rs. 5,000/- which was incurred or autho- 
rised in connenction with the distribution of exercise 
books was also not included in the return. 

9. In the written statement, respondent No. 1 has 
denied all the allegations in connection with the incur- 
ring or authorising the expenditure in contravention 
of section 77 of the Act as alleged by the petitioner 
and pleaded that whatever expenses were incurred in 
connection with hire or use of the helicopters were by 
the Bhartiya Jan Sangh, a political party, in propagat- 
ing its ideologies and policy as distinct from canvassing 
for her election as a candidate. She also averred that 
though she was sponsored bv the Jan Sangh, it did 
not act as her agent. She also averred that her son, 
Shri Madhav Rao Scindia. her daughter-in-law Shri- 
mati Madhvi Raje Scindia or anybody also had not 
done her election campaign either with her consent or 
with the consent of her election agent. She also stres- 
sed that she had not in any way contravened the pro- 
visions of section 77 of the Act and, therefore, she had 
not committed any corrupt practice within the meaning 
of seel ion 123 of the Act. The respondent No. 2, while 
admitting that he was the election agent of respon- 
dent No. 1, has also taken the same stand. 


10. A corrupt practice of incurring excessive expen- 
diture is defined in section 123(6) of the Act. Accor- 
ding to section 77 of the Act. every candidate at an 
election shall either by himself or by his election agent, 
keep a separate and correct account of all expendi- 
ture in connection with the election incurred or au- 
thorised by him or by his election agent between the 
date of publication of the notification calling the elec- 
tion and the date of declaration of the result thereof, 
both dates inclusive. The maximum amount of elec- 
tion expenditure, which may be incurred bv a candi- 
date for the parliamentary election is laid down in 

Rule 90 of the Conduct or Elections Rules 1961, which 
R |' ,2 5 ’ 0C ’ 0/ '"- , xt , 1S from sections 123(6) and 

77 of the Act that in order to be a corrufbt practice 
the excessive expenditure must be incurred or autho- 
rised by the candidate or his election agent in connec- 
tion with an election. An expenditure incurred by a 
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third person, who is not authorised by the candidate 
or hL election agent is not a corrupt practice within 
the meaning ol the Act. It any authority is needed 
tor the proposition, I may reler to Rananjaya Singh 
v. Baijnutu Singh 1U55 S.C.R. 671-A.I.R. 1954 S,C. 

749). Also see Ramdayal v, Brijraj Singh, (A.I.R. 1970 
S.C. 110; and Mubarak Mazdoor v. Eat Bahadur 1.1958 
(20 E.L.R, 176 (All;] cited with approval in Magraj 
Falodia V, K, K. Birla (A.I.R, 1971 S. C. 1295) along 
with A.I.R. 1954 S.C. 749 wherein it was held that ex- 
penses incurred by any other agent or person without 
anything more need not be included in the account of 
return as such Incurring oi expenditure would be pure- 
ly voluntary (paragraph 17, page 1302). It is hardly 
necessary to say that Irregularities in maintaining 
accounts of election expenses is not a corrupt practice. 
It may be even false ui material particulars and this 
will not make any difference. A corrupt practice as 
aforesaid is eomitted only when the prescribed limit 
is exceeded. Now the question arises as to the Proof 
which is necessary for establishing the corrupt practice. 
This has been a subject of many decisions of the Sup- 
reme Court and the various High Courts and learned 
counsel for both the parties have also addressed me 
at length on the subject and cited many rulings at 
the bar but I will only cite those which are necessary 
as the principles are very well established. 

11. A corrupt practice is akin to a criminal offence 
and the standard of proof required to establish it is 
that the evidence adduced by the petitioner must be 
cogent and conclusive. The preponderance of probabi- 
lities do not prove such corrupt practice and suspi- 
tion does not count, It is therefore, that the burden 
of proving the Commission of the corrupt practice 
pleaded is on the petitioner and it is for the respon- 
dents to rebut the evidence and an adverse inference 
can be drawn only in suitable cases when the respon- 
dent has cither not enntered the witness-box to explain 
the circumstances against him or the circumstances of 
the case so warrant to draw such an inference. While 
dealing with a case of excessive expenditure, their 
Lordships of the Supreme Court in Megraj Patodia 
Vs. R. K. Birla (A.I.R. 1971 S.C. 1295) observed in 
paragraph 13 that a plea of corrupt practice is some- 
what akin to a criminal charge and further observed — 

“It is true that many times corrupt practices at 
election may not be able to be established by 
direct evidence and the commission of those 
corrupt practices may have to be inferred from 
the proved facts and circumstances but the 
circumstances proved must reasonably estab- 
lish that the alleged corrupt practice was com- 
mitted by the returned candidate or his elec- 
tion agent. As mentioned earlier, preponder- 
ance of probabilities is not sufficient.” 
(Para 32). 


See also Dr. K. Chenna Reddy V. Namachandra Rao 
1968 (8) Doablai’s Election Cases 337 (S.C.), Jagjit 
Singh V. Kartar Singh (A.I.R. 1966 S.C. 773) and 
Jagan Nath r>. N. U. Deshmukh [196(9) Doahiai’s Elec- 
tion Cases 4525C], 


12. Now, the question arises as to whether the res- 
pondent. No. 1, or the Bhartiya Jan Sangh hired the 
helicopter alleged to have been used in the mid-term 
Lok Sabha election and who paid the amount for their 
use. The next question that will further arise for 
consideration would be that in case it is found that 
the Bhartiya Jan Sangh hired and paid the hire charges, 
whether the helicopters were used for propagating the 
policy of the Bhartiya Jan Sangh and whether it acted 
as an agent of respondent No. 1 for making her suc- 
cessful at-, the election. According to the petitioner, 
he received an information regarding the payment of 
hiring charges tor the helicopters by respondent No. 1 
from one Gyancband Bhansali, hut he for reasons 
best known to him, has not been examined by him. 


In paragraph 52 of the statement, the petitioner (P.W. 
7) has deposed that he sent Shri Shyam Narain Advo- 
cate to Delhi. Bombay and Indore to get the informa- 
tion regarding the hiring of helicopters, but he too is 
not examined as witness. In paragraph 55, the peti- 
tioner has again deposed that Gyanchand Bhansali had 
told him that the luring carges for helicopters were 
paid by respondent No. 1 and this is why he mentioned 
in his petition about it. In paragraph 37 of his state- 
ment, lie deposed that he is ignorant about the fact 
w nether the Jan Sangh had made any agreement for 
the hiring of helicopters and he is also not awure whe- 
ther the payment was made by the Jan Sangh to 
Messrs Cambata and Sanghi concerns for their use. 
In paragrapii 40, he has further deposed that on the 
information of Gyanchand Bhansali, he had given the 
items of expenditure for the use of the helicopters. 
The petitioner has examined Wing Commander H. K. 
Patel (P.W. 2G) and Z.C.C. Cambata (P.W. 53). 

13. Wing Commander II, K. Patel (P.W. 26) who is 
tha planning Manager for the Helicopter Services 
Private Limited, has deposed that his company supp- 
lied two helicopters to Messrs Cambata Aviation, Bom- 
bay and the numbers of the helicopters are VT-DXB 
and VT-DZN. The Captain of the former helicopter 
was Wing Commander Kapoor and for the Latter, 
Captain Sampat, S. S. Cambata (P.W. 55) is the 
Director of the Cambata Aviation Private Limited 
Bombay. He has deposed that he supplied three heli- 
copters to the Ex-Maharaja, Gwalior, one was his own 
and two were chartered from Helicopter Services Pri- 
vate Limited. According to him, the Ex-Maharaja of 
Gwalior had discussed with him regarding the supply 
of the helicopters in the month of December, 1970 at 
Bombay and he deputed Wing Commander Hoshali for 
finalising the transaction who was then his Commer- 
cial Manager. He has further stated that his Com- 
pany paid at the rate of Rs. 1,260/- for the use of tha 
helicopter per hour to the Helicopter Services Private 
Limited and his firm bore the expenses for fuel and 
cost of spare parts, The boarding and lodging expen- 
ses of the crew consisting of a pilot, a mechanic and 
a helper (cleaner) were to be borne by the contract- 
ing party. In paragraph 9 of his statement, he has de- 
posed that he did not know who made the payment 
for tho use of the helicopters as he was not dealing 
with the finance department and his brother R. 5. 
Cambata, who is the Managing Director of the firm, 
would be able to fell about it. In paragraph 10, he had 
further deposed that the Ex-Maharaja of Gwalior 
wanted a helicopter as he was contesting the election 
and he also told him that previously the use of tha 
helicopter proved effective. He was also informed 
that the Ex-Maharaja was contesting the election on 
behalf of the Jan Sangh Party. He has also stated 
that he did not discuss with him as to whether the 
Jan Sangh or any other party would be chartering the 
helicopters because the talk was on a personal basis. 
According to him, he was told that the helicopters 
would be used in Madhya Pradesh and it was also 
mentioned that they would he used in Rajasthan. In 
paragraph 11 of his statement, he has further stated 
that he had no occasion to have any talk with respon- 
dent No. 1 for sending the helicopters to Bhopal, but 
Sardar Angre told him on phone for its despatch to 
Bhopal. In paragraph 14, it is also said that all the 
three helicopters which were supplied would be 
made use of in Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan, but as 
regards U.P, be was not aware. He had no personal 
knowledge as deposed to in paragraph 15 of his state- 
ment as to who hired the helicopters and who made 
the payments for the hire charges as the negotiations 
for the same had not taken place in his presence 
though he had admitted that the initial talk for the 
suply of the helicopters did take place with the Ex- 
Maharaja of Gwalior. 

14. Respondent No. 1 as R.W.5 in paragraph 2 of her 
statement has deposed that she did not either procure 
or hire any helicopters for her election campaign and. 
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on the other hand, they wore engaged and paid tor by 
tne Bnartiya Jan tiangfi. biin N. K. Shejwalkar 
(.K.W.t) wno at me relevant time happened to be the 
Treasurer 01 me Bnartiya, Jan Sangh in Madhya Pra- 
desh, nas deposed tdat he emered into contracts 
with Cambuia Aviation Private Ltd., Bombay as well 
as Sanghi Aviation .Ltd., Indore lor procuring tour 
helicopters tor me election campaign. The Sangh 
Aviation supplied 011 c helicopter and Che rest of me 
three helicopters were supplied by the Cambata Avi- 
ation Private Ltd. The contract entered with Wing 
Commander Hoshali on behall of Cambata Aviation 
Private Limited was oral and he had finalised the 
same. The witness deposed that Ex. K -28 is the 
receipt tor the payment of FIs. 1,40, UUO/- to Wing Com- 
mander Hoshali and out of which only its. 200/- were 
paid in cash and the rest of the amount was paid by a 
a demand draft. He testified that Wing Commander 
Hoshali Signed Kx.-R-28 in his presence. He also 
testified that Ex-R-29 in the receipt which was given 
by Wing Commander Hoshali tor the payment 01 Ks, 
2,16,000/- and It was paid by a cheque by the Central 
Office of the Bfiartiya Jan Sangh Delhi. As regards 
the finalisation of tne agreement, for the hire 01 the 
helicopters, the witness stated that the agreement was 
in writing' which is Ex, K-18, and it bears his signature 
as well as the signature of R. C. Khandewal (H.W, 3) 
Ex. H-19 was given to R. C. Khandelwal and it also 
bears the signature of Shri N. i£. Shejwalkar. In 
paragraph 6 of his statement, the witness has further 
stated that he made an advance payment of Rs. 40,- 
000/-in cash to Khandelwal and obtained a receipt 
for the same which is Ex. R-20. The rest of the amount 
of Rs. 51,375/- was paid to the Sanghi Aviation by the 
Jan Sangh Office, Bhopal, vide Ex. R-22. 

15, R. C. Khandelwal (K.W. 3) also corroborates the 
statement of Shri N. K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) regard- 
ing ttie execution of a written agreement, Ex. R-18, 
and Ex. E-19. and the payment of Rs. 40,000/- in cash 
as well as the execution of the receipt of Ex. R-20 
for the same. He also certified that Rs. 51,375/- were 
paid by a cheque, vide receipt Ex. R-22. He has fur- 
ther deposed that the receipt of Rs. 40,000/- is entered 
in the cash book, vide Ex. R-24 dated 12t.h February 
1971. The cash book is written in the handwriting of 
Deshraj and he recognises his signatures. The entry 
of Rs. 40,000 also finds mention in the ledger dated 
30th June 1971, vide Ex. R-27, Similarly, the payment 
by a cheque for Rs. 51,375 is also mentioned in the 
cash book dated 4th November 1971 and it is Ex-R-25. 
The ledger entry for the same amount is made on 1st 
July 1971 by Seth, Accountant of Delhi and it is Ex. 
R-26. Shri Dubey, counsel for the petitioner has cross- 
examined him at length and urged that the entries in 
the cash book and the ledger should not be retied on 
as some pages in the cash book are un-numbered and 
there is cutting of some pages and some pages has 
been further added. The witness, in paragraph 
17 of his cross-examination has explained the whole 
position. I do not find any reason why the 
well known firm of Sanghi Adviation would 
adopt such a course of falsifying the accounts. 
The witness in paragraph 21 of his statement has em- 
phatically denied that it was wrong to say that Ex. 
R-18 and R-19 were not executed on the dated men- 
tioned in them and that they were ante-dated. He 
also further repudiated the fact that the helicopter 
in question was hired either by the respondent No. 1 
or her son Shri Madhav Rao Sclndia. 

16. H. L, Bhakka (R.W. 6), who is the Accountant 
in the Cambata Aviation Private Limited, Bombay, 
has deposed that there is an entry for payment of Rs. 
1.40,000/- at page 41 of the cash book R.31, made by 
the Bhartlya Jan Sangh, Qwalior, for the hiring of the 
helicopters. This entry is in the handwriting of G. G. 
Mistri, Assistant Accountant, whose handwriting he 
identifies. The corresponding entry in the ledger is 
Ex. R-32 and the witness proved the same. He has 
further stated that the payment of Rs. 2,15,568/- was 
made on 13th April, 1971. This entry in the cash 


book is in his own handwriting and it is Ex. R-33 and 
the ledger entry is Ex, R-34, which is in the hand- 
writing of Mistri whose handwriting he has identified. 
He also deposed that all these entries were made in 
the regular course of business and the books of acco- 
unts in question have been audited for the year 1970- 
71. He has also testified that the Wing Commander 
Hoshali was their Commercial Manager and he died 
on 27th May, 1971, He recognised the signatures of 
Wing Commander Hoshali on Ex.s R-25 and E-29. He 
has turther testified that out of Rs. 1,40,000 an amount 
of Rs. 1,39,8000/- was paid by a draft on the Central 
Bank of India and Rs. 200/- was paid in cash. The 
second payment was made by a cheque No. PSDT- 
080371 drawn on the Central Bank of India. The 
draft and the cheque were both passed on to him by 
Shri R. Cambata. Shri Dubey, learned counsel for 
the petitioner, has cross-examined this witness at leng- 
th and urged that his evidence should not also be 
believed as this firm is keeping the accounts in a single 
entry system and also some pages in the cash book had 
been left blank and some are not numbered and it also 
docs not bear the seals either of the auditor or the 
Company concerned. This witness in paragraph 11 of 
his statement has clearly stated as to why there were 
some erasers, that is beause some totals were made 
with pencil and looking to paragraphs 12, 14, 15 and 
18 of his statement in cross-examination, I am satis- 
fied that there is nothing to doubt the entries made 
by the firm as regards the payments in question in the 
cash book as well as in the ledger and especially when, 
with the exception of Rs. 40,000/- (fourty thousand 
which was paid in cash, the rest of the amount was 
aid through the bank by means of a cheque and a 
ank draft. 

17, Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai, who is the President of 
the Bhariiya Jan Sangh. in paragraph 5 of his state- 
ment has deposed that helicopters wore arranged by 
the Bhartiya Jan Sangh party, M.P. unit and as re- 
gards the payment of Rs. 2,16,000/-, he has further 
deposed in paragraph 11 of his statement that this 
payment was made by the Central Office of the Bhar- 
tiya Jan Sangh to the Cambata Aviation Private Limi- 
ted, Bombay, by a cheque. This finds mention in the 
pass book, Ex. CR-1. As regards hiring of helicopters, 
there is evidence of Shri N. K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) 
to the effect that a resolution to this effect was passed 
by the M.P. Unit of the Jan Sangh and he with the 
permission of the President and the Secretary hire 
the same. 

18. Phoolchand Verma (R.W, 12) in paragraph 6 of 
his statement has deposed that, during the 1971 mid- 
term poll, he was the joint Secretary of the Madhya 
Pradesh Unit of Jan Sangh and that the arrangements 
for the helicopters were made by the Bhartiya Jan 
Sangh Party. What he has further stated .is as given 
below: — 

“At a meeting of the working Committee of Jan 
Sangh Party held at Bhopal some time prior 
to the 197 1 mid-term poll, probably in Jan- 
uary, 71, it was decided to entrust the work of 
making all arrangements in respect of the heli- 
copters and their procurement to Shri N. K. 
Shejwalkar, M. P. In respect of my own 
election to the Lok Sabha in 1971 mid-term 
poll, I did not make any payment for the use 
ol any helicopter. ”. 

Now, from the analysis of the whole evidence it ia 
proved by Shri N. K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) and Shri 
Phool Chand Verma that there was a resolution passed 
by the M.P. Jan Sangh unit to liire helicopters in 
question. It finds support from the evidence of Shri 
Atal Bihari Bajpai (R,W. 11) Shri Dubey learned 
counsel for the petitioner, has stressed that although 
resolution is said to have been passed to hire helicop- 
ters, but none is produced. In my view this conten- 
tion is devoid of force for the reason that, by inter- 
locutory application No. 5 of 1972. Shri N. K. Shej- 
tvalkar (R.W. 4) was asked to bring all the accounts, 
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records etc. and all the resolutions passed by the Jan 
Sangh from 1st January, 1971 to 31st March, 1971, an 
application (I. A. No. 39 of 1972 dated 12th April, 1972) 
was filed by counsel for respondent No. 1 that the 
necessary resolutions requisitioned from Shri Shej- 
walkar were available when he was being examined. 
Shri Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) also in paragraph 24 of his 
statement has stated that he has brought the records 
asked for by the pettioner which were available in his 
office, but the petitioner himself was cared to bring on 
record the resolution regarding of hiring of helicopters 
when it was available with the witness for whatever 
reasons best known to him. In these circumstances, 
he cannot now be heared to say that the resolution 
should have been brought on record by the respondent 
No. 1. 

19. There is also the evidence of Rustam Shiavax 
Cambata (R.W. 15) who is the share-holder and 
Managing Director of Cambata Aviation Private Limi- 
ted. He has clearly stated that helicopters were 
supplied by his company to the Bhartiya Jan Sangh 
during the 1971 mid-term poll for the purposes of 
election in Madhaya Pradesh. He sent Wing Com- 
mander U. C. Hoshali for finalising the deal and he 
did so. He has further stated in paragraph 4 of his 
statement that the Wing Commander Hoshali had 
reported to him orally that he had finalised the deal 
with the Bhartiya Jan Sangh for the hiring of the heli- 
copters on usual terms and conditions. He was also 
at that time sfiown a copy of the receipt oy him to the 
Bhartiya Jan Sangh and also a cheque and the bank 
draft. He has further stated that it was brought to 
his notice that Rs. 200 were paid in cash. It is true 
that he had no personal knowledge and either his 
brother R. S. Cambata. the Managing Director (.R.W. 
15) or H. E. Bhakka (R.W. 6) Accountant of the firm 
would be able. to say as to who had made the pay- 
ments. H. E. Bhakka (R.W. 6) has deposed to his 
effect. 

20. Shri Dubey, learned counsel for the petitioner, 
strenuously argued that the helicopters were kept in 
the compound of Jai Vilas Palace. The programmes, 
Ex. s. P. 67. and P 68 were taken to Shri Harbanshlal 
(P.W. 38). In-charge Flying Control at Gwalior on 15 th 
February, 1971 by Sardar Mahadik who happened to 
be then an officer in the place and further 5,000 Litres 
of fuel were sent, vide Ex. page 108 in the name of 
Rajmata Gwalior and also the letters Ex. P. 117 
to Ex. P. 12] showing that the empty barrels Were 
returned by the Palace Garage Officer all go to indi- 
cate that in reality the hiring of the helicopters and 
the payments made therefor were by the respondent 
NTo. 1. It is not disputed that the helicopters were 
kept in the compound of Jai Vilas Palace. Shri N. K. 
Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) has deposed that 'he made a 
request to the respondent No. 1 for the purpose, keen- 
ing in view the securitv and convenience and the 
respondent No. 1 agreed to the same. Respondent No 
1 as R.W. 5 has stated the same thing. Clause (b) of 
Ex. R-18, an agreement entered into bv Shri N, K. 
Shejwalkar (R.W. 4) with the Sanghi Aviation shows 
that the costs of fuel was to be borne by Company 
concerned and similar was the case with the Cambata 
Aviation Private Limited. As regards Ex. P t08 
respondent No. 1, in paragraph 3 of her statement, has 
deposed that she did not purchase anv fuel for the use 
of the helicopters in 1971 and she did not also make 
anv payment for the same either at Bombay or at 
Indore. She has further deposed that she did not 
obtain anv release order for the fuel. The petitioner 
has examined three witnesses, Yogender Sud (P.W. 
59), Harbans Singh (P.W. 63) and M. N. Khan (P.W. 
70). 

21. Yogendra Sud (P.W. 59) has no personal know- 
ledge about the transaction and Ex. P 108 is not 
in his handwriting. All that he has said is that he 
asked on phone Jaisingh who was incharge of the 
Palace Garage at Gwalior to send the empty barrels 


and he agreed to do so and ultimately got them collec- 
ted. Harbansh Singh (P.W. 63), on the other hand, 
has deposed that Sanghi Aviation purchased 10 barrels 
of fuel on 22nd February, 1971 and he arranged to keep 
the empty barrels in the Palace Garage. It is true 
that the empty barrels were kept in the Palace Garage, 
but so far as the payment part is concerned, it was 
paid by the representative of Messrs Sanghi Aviation 
and this witness made arrangements for the same. 
M. N. Khan (P.W. 70), Operation Officer, has deposed 
having received 5000 litres of fuel, vide Ex. P. 108 
for respondent No. 1 and the words ‘Messrs’ written 
therein were wrong. The payment for this fuel was 
made at the Head Office at Bombay. He has no know- 
ledge as to who made the payment and who had placed 
the order for the fuel in question. The fact that the 
respondent No. 1 placed an order for the fuel and she 
made the payment has not been proved. Morever, 
according to the agreement entered into with the 
Company, for the supply of fuel, the cost to be Borne 
by the Companies concerned. There seems no reason 
why the respondent No. 1 should make any arrange- 
ment for the fuel. 

22. Shri Dubey, learned counsel for the petitioner, 
also stressed that the boarding and lodging charges of 
the crew were to be borne by the contracting party 
and that the crew stayed in the Usha Kiran Palace 
Hotel of which the respondent No. 1 is a Director or 
a Chairman and she should have produced the accounts 
to show that she had not paid the expenses for the 
boarding and lodging as it was in her personal know- 
ledge. Respondent No. 1. in paragraph 4 of her state- 
ment, has very clearly stated that she did not make 
any payment to Usha Kiran Palace Hotel for the board- 
ing and lodging of the helicopters’ staff and she also 
did not make anv such payment outside Gwalior. She 
has further stated that the Usha Kiran Palace Hotel 
is managed bv a limited company known as Scindia 
Investment Private Limited. There seems no reason 
whv the respondent No. 1 should be expected to pro- 
duce the accounts for the boarding and lodging of the 
staff for the helicopters. Tt was for the petitioner to 
prove his case and the Usha Kiran Palace Hotel being 
a commercial institution, it was for the petitioner to 
requisition the necessary records to prove this fact in 
case he wanted to do so. This contention also is de- 
void of substance. 

23. Ir> P. C. Piirushothnma v. .8. Pnrinnal (A: I:R: 
1972 S.C. 608) their Lordships of the Supereme Court, 
in paragraph 11 of their judgement, have observed that 
in election cases oral evidence has to he examined 
with great deal of care because, of the partisan atmos- 
phere continuing even after the election, but if the 
oral evidence is highly probable and is corroborated bv 
unimpeachable documentary evidence, it has to be 
acted upon and cannot be brushed aside. The peti- 
tioner has not examined Gvanchand Bhansali who had 
given him (ho information regarding +he payment of 
the hire charges of heliconters. Shri Stream Naravan 
Advocate, who was s^nt, bv him +c get, the necessary 
information regarding the hire of the helicopters and 
the navment made for their me has rot examined 
and the nn 1 v font, ‘hat the preliminary talk took Place 
with the Ex-Maharaia of Gwalior does not kelp the 
petitioner when there is overwhelming evidence in 
rebuttal led nn behalf of the resnondent No. 1 and 
corroborated bv the documentary evidence on record. 

T am clear in mv mind that the petitioner has 
not heen able to prove that the helicopters were hired 
bv the resnondent No 1 and the payment ako was 
made bv her. On the other hand, the evidence led 
bv the respondent No, 1 clearly shows that the Madhya 
Pradesh Jan Sangh Party hired the helicopters ard 
the payment was made bv the M P. Unit of the Jan 
Sangh as well as the Central Office of the Jan Sangh. 

9’S. TTqvji-irf f>o r n n *0 pfiri/'l’in^n fhn-f- 1 - t ' , _ 

centers were hmed by the Jen Sangh and their 
charges were also paid by the Jan Sangh, the 
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question arises whether the Jan Sangh arranged 
these helicopters for the use of the party pro- 
paganda and the propagation of their policy, or 
primarily or principally for the promotion of 
the interest of the candidate. Shri Dubey, learned 
counsel for the petitioner, has alternaively urged that 
In case it is found that the hiring of the helicopters 
and the payments were made by the Jan Sangh, even 
then, the Jan Sangh acted as an agent of the respon- 
dent No. 1 for the reasons that the respondent No. 1 
undisputably was not a member of the Jan Sangh 
party though her candidature was sponsored by it. end 
she was allowed to adopt Deepak (lamp) as her elec- 
tion symbol which is the symbol of the Jan Sangh 
Party; Secondly, that the respondent No. 2, at the 
relevant time, was the Vice President of the Jan Sangh 
and he was made the election agent of respondent 
of the Jan Sangh and he was made the election agent 
of respondent No. 1. The posters published by .'he 
Jan Sangh party, namely Exs. P. 169, P. 170. 
P. 171, P. 173, P. 174, P. 17.8 and P. 17G and 
P. 177 which were admittedly published by the 
Jan Sangh go to show that respondent No. 1 was hav- 
ing her own election campaign and it was not a cam- 
paign by the Jan Sangh for the propagation of their 
policy and ideologies. He also stressed that there was 
no separate meeting nor there Is evidence to show that 
during her election campaign whatever respondent 
No. 1 did, she did to propagate the policy of the Jan- 
Sangh but on the other hand, the evidence of the peti- 
tioner shows that she worked for herself. He also 
further argued that the petitioner has examined 50 
witnesses to show that all that she said after alighting 
from the helicopter was that they should keep her in 
view and vote for her. He has cited in support af 
his contention rulings reported in Borough of Bcwlley 
Case (XXX) P 0’ M. h H: 1451; Borough of Beioiley 
Case (XVIII) (4 0’ M. & H. 1561; Borough of Tauntion 
Case (XXIV) (1 0’ M. & H. 1811; The Borough of Great 
Yarmouth Case (XV) [5 0’ M. Ik H. 1761 and Amir 
Chand v, Sxirendra Lai Jha (10 E.L.R. 57). He also 
invited my attention to the book ‘Local Government 
Elections' by A. Norman Schofield, page 142, on the 
question of dealing with the law of agency as applied 
to the election petitions. Shri Chjtale, learned coun- 
sel for respondent No. 1, on the other hand, has argued 
that the mid-term poll held in 1971 was a general 
election and respondent No. 1, being very popular in 
the erstwhile Slate of Gwalior, the Jan Sangh Fartv 
wanted to take full advantage of bar poouhiritv with 
the result that she propagated the ideologies and gene- 
ral policies of the Jan Sangh and this is what both 
the respondent have said in their written statements 
He also stressed that, according to the election ’aw, 
there is no restriction placed on the expenses to be 
incurred bv a political partv for carrying on their pro- 
paganda relating tn the principles and the policies for 
which the party stands and it cannot he regarded as 
expenses incurred for and on behalf of the candidate. 
He also argued that the question of agency will not 
arise unless a request is made either bv the candidate 
or her election agent to advance the interest of the 
candidate mainly and this has not been proved bv the 
petitioner. He has also referred to page 73 of Parker’s 
Conduct of Parliamentary Election and stressed that 
what is required to be considered in such cases is the 
Intention or the motive of a person and it is required 
to he seen what was the dominant motive. He also 
referred to Halsbnmi’s Laws of England (Third Edi- 
tion. Volume 14) at pages 177—179. He has also cited 
in support of his contention 1952 a All E.R. 697 R. V. 
Trov.oh M rt.cs TJmited Mast Bam y. Harnam Singh 
Sethi. <1 E.L.R, 301 at page 310); Prnbhudas v. Jorsana 
(18 E.L R GO), Mubarak Ma^donr v. Lad. Bhadvr (7' 
E.L.R. 176 at page 219); B Bnjnaortola Boo v. N. G. 
Rn.vaa (AIR. 1971 R.C 367 para 32); Ramd.avul v. 
Brlirai S'in.nh (A.T.R 1970 R C 110) an^ Magrai Prtodia 
v. R. K. Birin (A.T.R. 1971 Supreme Court, 1295). 

36. After having h=nrd lh» 1p-”-nea rouwoi n+ length 
and giving my careful attention to this question. T have 
formed the opinion that the Jan Sanvh party did not 
act as an agent of the respondent No. 1 and it has 


not been satisfactorily proved that it acted as such 
for the reasons I presently show. Section 100(1) (b) 
of the Act says that the High Court shall declare the 
election of the returned candidate to be void if it is 
proved that any corrupt practice has been committed 
by a returned candidate or his election agent or by 
any other person with the consent of a returned candi- 
date or his election agent. In a case reported in Mast 
Ram v. Harnam Singh Sethi (7 E.L.R. 301), the test 
applied in such like cases was whether the expenses 
to be borne by the political party is of the candidate 
is as follows: — 

“The test in this 1 case was held to be whether the 
main object of the meeting was to promote 
the election of the candidate and that the line 
must be drawn between meetings called with 
the direct object of advancing the election of 
the candidate, and meetings called for another 
object from attendance upon which the candi- 
date only derived some indirect or remote 
advantage,” 

In Mubarak Mazdoor v. Lai Bahadur. — (20 E.L.R. 
176), their Lordships of the Allahabad High Court 
observed at page 219 as follows:— 

“We may also take notice of an argument which 
was advanced by Mr. Pathak on the basis of 
the word “incurred or authorised” used in 
Section 77 of the Act. The Act uses the word 
"incurred or authorised” and neither of them 
can mean the same thing as the expression 
‘with the consent or in tho knowledge of’ 
so that the law now requires something more 
than mere consent or knowledge of a candi- 
date to the incurring of expenses and that 
something is that the expenditure must have 
been authorised by him or by his election 
agent.” 

27. It is not necessary to discuss each of the ruling 
cited as the ratio is very clear and it is that in each 
case it is a question of fact whether the main object 
of the meeting was to promote Ihe political opinion of 
the party or to promote the election of the candidate. 
In order to determine this question, it is required to 
refer to the evidence led by the parties, The peti- 
tioner irr paragraph 10 of his petition has given a 
number 01 places alleged to have been visited by the 
respondent No. 1. Both the respondents with the 
exception of certain places mentioned in their written 
statements have denied the visits by helicopters and 
it goes to show that the rest of the places had been 
visitpd by her by helicopters. Respondent No. 1 
herself in a letter of thanks Ex-P-178. which was issu- 
ed by her to the voters for making her successful at 
the election, admitted that she had visited 75 ner cent 
of the villages in her constituency and with this posi- 
tion of the case, it is not necessary to go into the evi- 
dence led by the petitioner to prove which places she 
visited. The petitioner has examined us many as 50 
witnesses to show that resDOndent No. 1 either some- 
time alone or accompanied by respondent No. 2, had 
come by helicopters and requested the audience to vote 
for her. 

28. Kailash Narain Kantak (P.W.l) stated the same 
thing and he has also said that on 28th February, 1971, 
Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai also came in a helicopter and 
requested the voters to vote for respondent No. t, 
Shri Bajpai (R, W. 11) On the other hand has depos- 
ed that on 28th February, 1971, he went to Mau bv 
helicopter and then went to Bhind by a car. He 
has also said that in that meeting, the main theme of 
his speech was to exhort thp people to defeat the rul- 
ing party and vote for the Jan Sangh and he has also 
emohasised that it is his practice while addressing 
such like meetings where he asks the people to vote 
for the principles, programme and policies for which 
the Jan Sangh stands and not to vote in favour of any 
particular person, Govind Narain (P. W. 2) has de- 
posed that the respondent No. 1 came on the occasion 
of Shiv Ratri Mela bv a helicopter to Sheopuri Mela 
and addressed the audience tor about half an hour 
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and requested them to vote for her and did not say 
anything about the ideologies of the Jan Sangh. Shea- 
pura is at a distance of 8 miles from village sukand. 
It is difficult to believe that he being a Vaidya posted 
in Sukand dispensary, could have gone there when 
the dispensary was open on that date. Morevoer, he 
has not told regarding the visit of respondent No, 1 
to any one else except his wife and children and it Is 
strange, how he happened to come for evidence. 
Kanehansingh Yadav (P. W. 3) has deposed that 
respondent No. 1 had come twice, one on 27th January 
1971 and for the second time on 8th February 1971 at 
Mau by helicopter and said to the audience that her 
ancestors were the rulers and requested the people 
to vote for her. She said the same thing on both the 
occasions when she addressed the audience for less 
than half an hour. He also said that pamphlets were 
distributed before his arrival, but he had not received 
anv such pamphlet. It looks rather strange that the 
respondent No. 1 addressed for less than an hour and 
only said the same thing on both the occasions to vote 
for' her and that her ancestors were there rulers. 
In Paragraph 9 of his statement he has only said 
that he did not hear the respondent No. 1 saying that 
the Jan Sangh is good and Congress is bad and he also 
replied to the Court a question that he went to see 
the respondent No. 1 on both the occassions as some 
other villagers were also going there. Looking to the 
statement of this witness as a whole, he does not seem 
to be reliable. 


29 Similar is the case of Shivnalh Singh (P.W. 41 
who has also deposed that both the respondents came 
by a helicopter on 9th February, 1971 and both of 
them addressed the meeting and asked the people to 
vote for respondent No. 1. It is just saying in parrot- 
like manner that she came and requested to vote for 
her and went away. Reghubar Dayal (P. W, 5) in 
paragraph 6 of his statement says that whatever he 
heard from Raimnba, he did not say to anybody else 
except to his family members. It is currious how he 
happened to come as a witness and reading his state- 
ment as a whole, it is difficult to believe what he had 
stated. 

30. Harisingh (P.W. 81 has stated that respondent 
No, 1 alighted from the helicopter sometime 20 to 25 
days before the poll, addressed an audience of 400 to 
500 ' persons, wept and then requested for a vote 
In paragraph 5 of his statement, he has deposed that 
she might hare said anything more, but he could not 
hear oh account of crowd. His evidence read as a 
whole is of no conseauence. The Petitioner himself 
as PW7 in paragraph 11 of his statement has deposed 
thot on 9th February, 1971 respondent No. 1 addressed 
an audience of about 2,500 persons at Raun and ex- 
horted them to vote for her as it was a question of 
her prestige and honour. He has also deposed that 
she had also come at about 5 p.m. to Machhand folded 
her hands to persons present there and requested them 
to vote for her. He further deposed that on 27th Feb- 
ruary 1971 Ex-Maharaj Kumar of AW came to 
Jasnbli by a helicopter and reauests the audience to 
vote for respondent No. 1 Ex-Maharai Kumar Alwar 
has been examined bv respondent No. 1 as her wit- 
ness. He (R.W.S.) has deposed that he was not in- 
vited to visit any place in the Madhya Pradesh either 
by the Ex-Maharaja of Gwalior or the Raima a 
Gwalior. According to the witness the Jan Sangh 
always arranged its programme and he accordingly 
visited Delhi, Raiasthan and Madhya Pradesh. He 
has also deposed that he had always pleaded the cause 
of Jan Sangh and asked the audience to make it strong 
in order to provide a strong opposition and form a 
good government. He hardly knew who were the 
r-jindi dates contesting from the constituency. In pura- 
vranh 15 of his statement, he had said that he did not 
think that Kn nwh of Gwalior needed any canvassing 
bv him and r fiber slm was herself canvassing for 
Tan Ranch in Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan. Ho 
hV furfimr said that a person well known as the 
Rai mata of Gwalior’, who is herself and international 
figure, needed no word on his part and, if fact, Is 


sounds ridiculous. In paragraph 45 of the statement, 
the petitioner has deposed that respondent. No. 1, 
for the first time, spoke for 5 minutes only at Raun 
and she did not say anything about the ideologies of 
Jan Sangh. At Machhand she did not fnake any 
speech but with folded hands she requested for votes. 

31. Respondent No. (R.W.5) in paragraph 10 of 
her statement has deposed as to what she was saying 
in the election meetings attended by her and it is as 
follows: — 


“I did address some of the election meetings. I 
addressed them on the subject of corruption, nepotism, 
terrorism and exploitation of poor’ and ignorant masses 
by the Congress which was shaking the very basis of 
democracy. I pleaded for the Jan Sangh as an alter- 
native party to save democracy because this party Is 
surcharged with nationalism and those people were 
dedicated to the service of the masses. I did mention 
the election symbol of the Jan Sangh party. This was 
the general pettern of my address which I had deliver- 
ed all over M.P. and not only in my constituency. 

Question;— Did you beg for votes with choked voice 
and with tear in eyes and spread the Sari for votes? 

Answer:— No. 


Question:— Did you make a personal appeal to vote 
for you? 

Answer:— No., as I had full confidence in my voters. 
It looks rather odd that when respondent No. 1 went 
by a car to Machhand, she did not speak a single word 
except folding her hands and went away. This is 
what all the witnesses for the petitioner have said 
“When she came, sometimes she wept, sometimes v ith 
a chokd voice asked for votes and went away.” It 
docs not sound natural looking to the evidence 
adduced by the respondents and also in the back- 
ground that she swayed in the mid-term elections 
rightly or wrongly which shows that she was popular 
enough in the erstwhile State of Gwalior. 


32. Blshamber Dayal (P.W.S) has deposed that 
respondent No. 1 had come alone in a helicopter to 
after twice, once on 4th March, 1971 and for the 
second time 20 or 25 days before the election. Res- 
pondent No. 1 had denied having gone on 4th March, 
1971 to that place and that also finds support from the 
evidence of the pilot of the helicopter, S.S, Gill 
(P.W.71). Thus, his evidence is not at all true on the 
point and he is not a reliablo witness. 


33. Mahendra Singh (P.W.9) is an Advocate, but 
his evidence does not seem to be reliable, He has also 
deposed similarlv that 8 or 9 days before the date of 
poll, respondent No. 1 came to Machhand by a heli- 
copter md asked for votes. In paragraph 7, he has 
admitted that she say that the Deepak was the 
symbol nor did she say that the Deenak was the 
symbol of the Jan Sangh Party. It looks rather 
strange that a candidate, if canvassing for herself, 
would not inform the audiance about her symbol and 
specially to the villagers who are mostly in .erate. 
He is an active member of the Congress and more- 
over, according to him, as he stated in paragraph 10 
of the Statement, he had no occasion to talk about 
the visit of the respondent No. 1 till a week hef ore 
he was examined and it looks strange how he had 
appeared as a witness, to testify this fact. 

34 Katka Prasad (P.W. 10) has also deposed in a 

parrot-like manner that the respondent No. 1 address^ 
ed the audience and asked for votes. Tn T'amgranh 2 
of his statement, be stated that. Shn Atal Bihari 
Bajpai on 28th February 1971 asked the audience to 
vole for her and he also did say that he had been . en 
bv the respondent No. 1 to ask the people to vote for 
her which is emphatically denied by Sbri Atal Bihar 
BMnai himself. His evidence suffers from the same 
infirmity and the fact that the respondeni No. I did 
not say Y anything about her symbol looks gather 
strange. 
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35. Nathuram (P.W.ll) has deposed that respondent 
No. 1 came to Bala Ji on the Shiv Ratri day by a heli- 
copter. She stayed there for a short while for a Dar- 
shan and then asked the persons present there to 
vote for her. His evidence also suffers from the same 
infirmity that he did not mention to anyone about the 
visit, of respondent No. 1 and her requesting for votes, 
but he had come to depose this fact. He is a got-up 
witness and cannot be relied upon. 


36. Rajaram Patwari (P.W.12) has deposed that the 
daughter of respondent No. 1 was to come, but she 
did not come and instead respondent No. 1 came to 
village Boreshwar and addressed the audience and 
said — 


“We are known to each other since long time and 
I am standing for the election. Please vote for me.” 
His evidence also suffers from the same infirmity that 
he did not mention about the arrival 'of respondent 
No. 1 to any one else. He too is a got up witness. 


37. Lakhpatram (P.W.14) also states .the same 
thing. Respondent No. 1 came by a helicopter to 
village Daboha, folded her hands and told the people 
collected there to vote for her. In paragraph 2 of his 
statement, he deposed that on 4th March 1971 respon- 
dent No. 1 came to his village four or five times 
which appears to be incorrect while taking into 
He has also stated that the respondent No. 1 had not 
said anything about the symbol. 

account the statement of Captain S. S. Gill (P.W. 71) 


38. Harbilas (P.W.15) is also not a reliable witness. 
His statement that Maharaj Kumar of Alwar said that 
they were Bhai Band and that the people should vote 
for respondent No. 1 is belied by the statement of 
Maharaj Kumar of Alwar (R.W.8) as aforesaid. - He 
has also stated that the respondent No. 1 did not say 
anything about her symbol which does not seem 
to be reliable taking into account the fact that the 
people collected there were villagers. Chhatala 
(P W.16) has deposed that the respondent No. 1 came 
to ' Barakalan, four or five days before the date of 
poll, and spread a part of her Sari like a Jholi and 
asked for votes and that she went away as she had 
not time. He also deposed that she had also said that 
this was a question of her honour. Respondent No. 1 
had specifically repudiated this fact deposed to by the 
witnesses that she had asked for votes either by a 
choked voice or sometimes weeping or by spreading 
the Jholi. 


account- of her popularity and the respect she enjoyed. 
In paragraph 9, Maharana of Udaipur (R.W.9) also 
stated that in a meeting at Bhind he never told that 
people should vote for her because she was a Rajmata. 
This witness has further stated that on 4th March 
1971, respondent No. 1 came alone by a helicopter 
which is also not a fact. He has also not been believed 
as regards the distribution of exercise books like 
Ex-P-14. He has admitted that he was the signatory 
of the pamphlet Ex. R-3 which shows that he is an 
interested witness and it is further strange that 
though he publishes the paper known as ‘Yug Prahari’, 
he did not care to publish what Maharana of Udaipur 
and Shri Bajpai had said. It is really unfortunate 
that people like him come before the Court and make 
a statement which does not appear to be true. 

41. Swaroop Narayan (P.W.19) Vishnu Datt Pande 
(P.W. 30), Badri Prasad (P.W: 34) and Babu Bhai 
(P.W.35) as well as Munshi Singh (P.W. 40) are the 
same kind of witnesses who have not told anything 
about what they have been to any one else and it is 
strange that they have come in the witness box to 
depose about those facts. Moreover, their evidence, 
considered in the light of the evidence that respon- 
dent No. 1 did not travel alone in the helicopter, is 
not worthy of credence. 

42. Liaquatullah (P.W. 21)’s statement, that res- 
pondent No. 1 had come by helicopter on 4th March 
1971 is denied by thq, respondent No. 1, herself. His 
evidence regarding the address by Maharaj Kumar of 
Alwar is belied bv the statement of Maharaj Kumar 
himself and his evidence, considered in the light of 
the comments made above is of no consequence. 

43. Ramsewak Singh (P.W. 23) has deposed that the 
respondent No. 1 came by a helicopter on 1st March 
1971 and told the audience that — 

“I am your Raimata. You had very good rela- 
tions with the Raj family and, therefore, I 
beg of you to vote for me.” 

His statement as regards the Maharaj Kumar of 
Alwar is belied by the statement of Maharaj Kumar 
himself. His statement also looked in the context 
that respondent No. 1 was popular and she came suc- 
cessful in all the elections and taking into account the 
evidence as regards the occupants of the helicopters, 
which will be discussed later, the evidence of all the 
witnesses who deposed that respondent No. 1 came 
alone and asked for votes, sometimes weeping and 
spreading her jholi do not appeal to me to be true. 


39. Kishan Bihari (P.W.17) has deposed that res- 
pondent No. 1 had come to village Umri 3 or 4 days 
before the poll. She was then alone. She alighted 
from the helicopter and then she stood on one side 
and folded her hands and request for votes. She also 
said — 


“I am your Rajmata and you vote for me.” In 
cross-examination, a question was asked whether the 
question of extension of his brother who is the p.b.E. 
is pending consideration, but he pleaded his ignor- 
ance. His statement also does not seem to be reliable 
and is a parrot like witness. 


40. Sbanti Swaroou (P.W 18) is an interested wit- 
ness. His statement that Shri Atal Bihan Raipa. 1 
accompanied bv respondent No. 1 came to Bhind by 
helicopter on 23th February 1971 is not true for 
reasons mentioned above. His further statement 
that Shri 1 Bajnai had said that he_ was requested by 
the respondent No. 1 to address is als ? not .j 0r ttfot 
In paragraph 3 of his statement he has said that 
Maharana of Udaipur addressed the audience on 2nd 
March 1971 and made a reouest to vote for respondent 
No. 1 on account of old relations. Maharana of Udai- 
nur (RW9) has deposed that he addressed the 
meeting at the instance of the Jan Sangh and he was 
canvassing for the Jan Sanrh. He was nqt ten rest- 
ed bv respondent No. 1 to canvass for x^+i,^ ara ~ 
graph 6 of his statement, he has deposed that the res- 
pondent No. 1 did not even need any canvassing on 


44. Bhanwar Singh Hana (P.W.24) also stated the 
same thing that respondent No. 1 came on 4th March 
1971 by a helicopter, stayed in village Itayali^ for 3-4 
minutes, folded her hands and then left. His state- 
ment in paragraph 3 of his deposition as regards 
Shri Baipai’s address on 28th February 1971 is be- 
lied bv the statement of Shri Bajpai himself. He is 
an active member of the Congress and interested 
witness. Moreover, as aforesaid, it does not stand to 
reason that when one hour’s use of helicopter costs 
Rs. 1.500 resDondent No. 1 will not only go to a place 
simply to fold her hands and leave that place. It is 
also pertinent to note that Jan Sangh. who wanted to 
use her influence, to the maimum, will not spend a 
huge amount in this manner. 

45. Jai Ram Prasad. (P.W.25) also says the same 
thing that respondent begged for votes in the name 
of her ancestors. As regards her arrival on the date 
of poll. i e. 4th March 1971, it has already been com- 
mented that she did not go to her constituency on 
that date. Looking to paragraph 11 of his cross- 
examination, the evidence of this witness does net 
inspire any confidence. 

46. Karansingh (P.W.27) is also not reliable for 
the reason that he had not told to anybody what he 
had deposed before the Court and. moreover, his 
evidence also is parrot-like that she spread her jholi 

and begged for votes. 
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47. Sobransingh (P.W.28) was a counting agent of 
Shri Dixit and his evidence also is of the same pattern. 
Looking to paragraphs 7 and 8 of his statement made 
in cross-examination and in view of his interest in 
the rival candidate and also taking into account, the 
above comments, his evidence also does not in any 
way establish that the Jan Sang acted as an agent of 
respondent No. 1 for her propaganda. 

48. Madhuri Sharan (P.W.Sll’s evidence is belied 
by the evidence of respondent No. 1 herself thai. she 
had not gone on 4th March 1971 by a helicopter to 
Sheonda and moreover, looking to paragraph 7 of 
his statement, it appears that he is a got up witness. 

49. The statement of Kukum Singh (F.W.32) is of 
no consequence saying that respondent No. 1 had 
come by a helicopter on 4th March 1971 with some 
other persons, but the helicopter did not land. 

50. The evidence of Nawab Singh (P.W. 33 a is also 
of no use to they petitioner as he states in a parrot- 
like manner that respondent No. 1 came on 4th 
March 1971 by a helicopter and folded her hands and 
went away, while the travel by helicopter of respon- 
dent No. 1 was denied by the respondent No. 1 her 
self on this date, 

51. Ashrafllal (P.W.41)’s statement that the res- 
pondent No. 1 had come on 26th February 1971 is of 
the usual chaiacter that she folded her hands and in 
a choked voice said— 

“Give me votes and save my honour’’. 

He is also of that type of witness who did not tell 
anyone till he was examined regarding the facts which 
he had deposed in Court. 

52. The evidence of Virendra Singh (P.W. 42) also 
suffers from the same infirmity as stated above. The 
evidence of Subedar Nawab Singh (P.W. 46) suffers 
from the same comments as aforesaid. The evidence 
of Chhotelal Sharma (P.W. 49) also suffers from the 
same infirmity as pointed out above as regards the 
address of Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai on 25th February 
1971. He was a counting agent of Shri Dixit and his 
evidence as regards other matters which he had 
deposed does not seem to be reliable which I will dis- 
cuss later. 

53. Ramprasad Vyas (P.W.50)’s statement also as 
regards tne visit of respondent No. 1 on 4th March 
1971 by a helicopter is of no consequence and is un- 
reliable. Angad Singh (P.W.54) in paragraph 3 of 
his statement also said the same thing about respon- 
dent No 1 regarding begging for votes with a choked 
throat and saying — 

"X am your Rajmata and you are my Janta. Make 
me successful.” 

It is difficult to believe that jn these days of demo- 
cracy she would still address the audience saying that 
“You are my Janta”. The evidence of Sadhusingh 
(P.W. 56) also does not inspire confidence and his 
only statement is that the respondent No 1 had only 
told to vote for her. It is interesting to note that he 
is a nominated member of the District Congress Com- 
mittee, Bhind, but he does not himself know as to 
who had nominated him as stated in paragraph 7 of 
his statement. 

54. Karansingh (P.W. 57) and Hottamsingh 

(P.W. 58) are of the same type of witnesses who have 
stated in a parrot-like manner that the respondent 
No. 1 had only said to vote for herself. They too 
belong to the same category of witnesses and their 
evidence is not of any consequence. 

55. Captain N. S. Kapoor (P.W. 61) is in the em- 
ployment of Helicopter Services Private Ltd., Bombay. 
He was flying helicopter No. VT-DXB. He has 
proved the journey log book, Ex. P-18 which showed 
the places of his flight. Ex. P-1 15 proved by him is the 
personal log book which shows the places of flight. 
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He has deposed in paragraph 11 of his statement that, 
to the best of his knowledge, the respondent No. I 
and the Ex-Maharaja of Gwalior had not flown in his 
helicopter. In paragraph 13, he has further stated 
that the persons who had flown with him were from 
Jan Sangh party and the programmes for the flying 
also was given by the members of tho Jan Sangh. 
Shri K. K. Deb (P.W. 62) is also a pilot officer who 
had operated in Bhind area He also proves the entries 
m the Journey log book which is Ex-P-128. In para- 
graph 8 of his statemcnL he has stated that he was 
living on 1st and 2nd March 1971 with the Chief 
Minister of Madhya Pradesh In paragraph 13, he has 
deposed that two persons who had always flown with 
him were always introduced to him as Jan Sangh 
leaders. 

58. The statement of .Tamuna Prasad (P.W. 69) is 
also that of the usual character which has already 
been discussed and does not need any futher com- 
ment. 

57. S.S. Gill (P.W. 71) is a pilot of Cambata Avia- 
tion Private Limited, Bombay. lie proves Ex.P-131, 
the Journey log book. He has deposed that on 15th 
February, 1971, he flew from Sugar to Gwalior. In 
paragraph 3, he has further deposed that Ramnath 
Goenka, Ex-Maharaia of Narasing Garh, Shri Atal 
Bihari Bajpai, and Snri Kukumchand Kachhwaha, M.P. 
also flew with him in his flight all over M.P. In 
paragraph 10, he has clearly stated that he had always 
carried two passengers In his helicopter and, accord- 
ing to the general practice, he was introduced to them 
and they were told to be Jan Sangh leaders. In para- 
graph 11 of his statement, he has again said that he 
does not know who prepared the plan for his flying, 
but the person who gave him the plan was from the 
Jan Sangh party. Tire evidence of these pilots, who 
are independent witnesses, is worthy of coredence. 
This is what the witnesses of the petitioner have said 
and there is no reason why they should not be relied, 
cm. The other parrot-like evidence led by the peti- 
tioner which has been discussed earlier, that the res- 
pondent No. 1 came by a helicopter, sometimes wept, 
sometimes spread her Jholi, sometimes begged for 
votes and sometimes folded her hands and went away, 
is not worthy of any credence. These witnesses have 
not told the truth. 

58. Shri N. K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4), who was at 
the relevant time, working as a Treasurer of the Bhar- 
tiya Jan Sangh in M.P. has deposed in paragraph 8 
of his statement that respondent No. 1 did not app- 
roach the Bhartiya Jan Sangh for the hire of the heli- 
copters. She did not make any request to place any 
of the helicopter at her service. She also did not 
make any payment at any time towards its hire. In 
paragraph 11, he has again said that the helicopters 
were used in M.P. for the propagation of the Jan Sangh 
ideologies and these helicopters, once or twice, went 
near some part of Rajasthan and U.P. in the border 
of Madhya Pradesh. In paragraph 17 of his State- 
ment, he has again said that the respondent No. 1 did 
not make any request to the Jan Sangh party to work 
for her and, on the other hand, she was supporting 
the Jan Sangh party in the election. In paragraph 
19, he deposed that in the mid-term election of 1971, 
with the support of the respondent No, 1, all the Lok 
Sabha scats from Narbada to Cbambal except Indore 
were won by the Jan Sangh party. In paragraph 41, 
he has again said that (he respondent No. 1 did go in 
a helicopter to Bhind constituency on behalf of his 
party, but he Is unable to say as to how many times 
she visited that constituency for the reason that the 
plan was not made exclusively for that constituency. 

59. Respondent, No. 1 as R.W. 5 has deposed in para- 
graph 2 of her statement that the programmes for the 
use of the helicopters were made by the Jan Sangh 
party and there was always a local leader accompany- 
ing her. In paragraph 3, she has deposed lhat she 
did not make any request nor authorised the Jan Sangh 
party to incur any expenditure for the helicopters, 
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She has, in paragraph 4, denied that she had sent any 
programme tor the flight of the helicopters. In para- 
graph 12 of her statement, she has again reiterated 
that she supported the Bhartiya Jan Sangh during the 
last mid-term poll and she did not ask any worker or 
the party itself to campaign for her in the last elec- 
tion. She has again given reasons why she supported 
the Jan Sangh Party that is because she wanted to 
oppose the Congress, She did so because she was 
approached in 1907 by the Jan Sangh for her support 
and she agreed to the same. In the same paragraph, 
she has again said that she did not join the Jan Sangh 
party and she is not its member for the reason that 
she thought that she would be able to give some sup- 
port and weight to the party by remaining outside 
rather than within as she would be able to correct 
the party whenever it goes wrong. In paragraph 15, 
she nas deposed about her popularity with the result 
that in the mid-term poll of 1971, all the candidates 
whom she had supported had won the election. In 
paragraph 30 of her statement, she had deposed that 
the pamphlets Ex-173 and 174, P. 175 and P. 176 
were neither got printed by her nor they were drop- 
ped from the helicopters or distributed and that she 
had no knowledge about them. 

00. Shri Ramnath Goenka (R.W.10) in paragraph 
2 of his statement has deposed that he had an occasion 
to travel wilh respondent No, 1 in her constituency 
and the main theme of her speeches was that the Jan 
Sangh alone could emancipate the people and re- 
move corruption which was rampant in the country. 
In paragraph 3, he has stated about her popularity in 
the two assembly constituencies of vldisha and 
Basoda where people used to touch her feet. He also 
said that it was through her that he was sponsored by 
the Jan Sangh and ultimately rvon the election. 

61. Shri Atal Bihari Bajpal (R.W.ll) has very 
emphatically said that respondent No. 1 had never 
requested the Bharatiya Jan Sangh to convass for her 
election and no such request was made to him. In 
paragraph 21 of his statement, he has given the 
reasons as to why the helicopters were used by the 
Jan Sangh party in Madhya Pradesh and they are as 
follows: — 

“The reasons why the Party decided to use heli- 
copters in Madhya Pradesh alone were, that 
Jan Sangh wanted to centralise and concen- 
trate its powers in the State of Madhya Pra- 
desh because the party was very hopeful 
of large gains and successes in that 
State. Apart from this the Party wanted to 
utilise the personality of the Respondent 
No, 1 to its maximum advantage and this 
was possible only by the use of helicopters.” 

This statement stands to reason. The respondent No. 

1 has won all the elections with a wide majority. She 
was somehow or other popular and this has not only 
been said by the witnesses for the respondents, but, 
also by the witnesses for tne petitioner, who could 
not deny this fact, Some of them of course have saidt 
that she 'was liked by some and not liked by others,, 
but they could not say emphatically ‘no’ to it. It 
stands clear that somehow or other, rightly or wrong- 
ly, she was popular in the erstwhile State of Gwalior 
and the Jan Sangh party wanted to take the maximum 
advantage of her popularity and it is manifest why 
the helicopters were made use of in Madhya Pradesh 
by the Jan Sangh. It is also clear that the helicopters 
were kept In the compound of Jai Vila Palace as 
they wanted to make convenient for respondent No. 1 
and her son in order to achieve their own ends. 


62. Phoolchand Verma (R.W.12) has also said the 
same thing that in, the 1967 assembly elections with 
the support of respondent No. 1, _ 54 candidates came 
out successful out of the 55 candidates. In paragraph 
16 of his statement, he deposed that the tour Pro- 
grammes of the helicopters were made by the Orga- 
nisation Secretary of the M,P, Unit of Jan Sangh 
and he also said that In her speeches, the respondent 


No. 1 used to support the policies of Jan Sangh. Lax- 
mmarayan Pande (R.W.13) and Shri Bharat Singh 
Cliauhan (R.W.14) also deposed to the same effect. 

63- The pilot log books and the journey log books 
filed by the pilots show that the helicopters were not 
used only in the Bhind constituency but through- 
out M.P. In order to prove that a political party or 
an association was an agent of a candidate, it is neces- 
sary to prove either by direct evidence or it may be 
inferred from the proved facts and circumsl ances 
which must reasonably establish that the dominant 
idea of the political party was to support the candi- 
dature of the candidate and not to promote the politi- 
cal opinion of the party. On the analysis of the 
aforesaid evidence, it Is quite clear that the respon- 
dent No. 1, wherever she had gone, had gone with 
some of the leaders of the Jan Sangh ; that she never 
made any request either to the President of the Jan 
Sangh or other leaders of the M.P. Unit of the Jan 
Sangh either to hire or make the services of the heli- 
copters available to her but, on the other hand they 
used her popularity to the maximum of their interest. 
The stereotyped evidence that the respondent No. 1 
came and begged' for votes, wept and spread her 
jholi, is of no evidentiary value taking into account 
the fact that she had, won all the elections with a 
comfortable majority. There is no direct evidence to 
prove the agency and the circumstances as alleged 
are not sufficient to reasonably infer and come to the 
conclusion that the Jan Sangh was an agent of the 
respondent No. 1. It is true that respondent No. 1 had 
gone to her constituency in a helicopter, but the fact 
of hiring of the helicopters and ihe payment made, 
coupled with the fact that the political party (Jan 
Sangh) as the agent of ihe candidate having not been 
proved, the allegations made in paragraph 10A(a) 
(9) of the petition have not been proved. 

64. The allegations contained in paragraph 10(A) 
(1) (c) of the petition, that Shri Madhav Rao Scindia, 
son of respondent No. 1, had visited various places 
in the Bhind constituency in connection with the 
election propaganda of respondent No. 1 is not proved. 
It is true that the petitioner has examined 12 wit- 
nesses to the effect that Shri Madhav Rao Scindia 
visited several villages during the period of election 
and requested the audiance to vote for her mother 
These witnesses are subject to (ha same criticism 
which I have made regarding stereotyped witnesses 
and it does not require repetition. Suffice it to say 
that there is no evidence to show that Shri Madhav 
Rao Scindia or his wife wherever they had gone 
for the election propaganda had done so with her con- 
sent or the consent of her election agent, Unless and 
until this is proved it is not possible to hold that res- 
pondent No. 1 is responsible for whatever they have 
done as under section 77 of the Act only that expendi- 
ture is required to be included in the election return 
which is either incurred or authorised by the candi- 
date or his election agent ahd further more it must be 
in connection with the election. [See Hannnjaya. 
Singh v. Baijnath Singh (A.I.R. 1954 S.C. 749) and 
Ram Dayal v. Brijraj Singh (A.I.R. S,C: 110)] 

65. Similarly, the allegation made in paragraph 
10A(1) (a) of the petition is not proved for want of 
consent either bv respondent No. 1 or her election 
agent and it was not necessary for the respondent 
No. 1 to include the amount of this expense in her 
election return: 

66 The allegations contained in paragraph 10A(1) 
(e) of the petition have also not been proved, There 
is no evidence that the persons mentioned therein 
were either invited hv respondent No. 1 or her elec- 
tion aeent. Maharai Kumar of Alwar, Shri Atal 
Bihari Baipai and Maharana of Mewar have clearly- 
stated that they were not invited by respondent No. 1 
and whatever amount had been spent by them was 
in connection with the propagation of the ideologies 
of the Jan Sangh for which respondent No. 1 or her 
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election agent cannot be made responsible. These 
allegations for the aforesaid reasons have also not 
been proved. 

67. The allegation in paragraph 10A(4) of the peti- 
tion regarding the use of the motor vehicles, the peti- 
tioner as P.W.7 in paragraph 15 of his deposition has 
stated as follows: — 

“The 11 vehicles which find mention in para 10(A) 
(4) of my petition were used for the purpose 
of election of respondent No, 1 in ihe Bhind 
Parliamentary Lok Sabha constituency. All 
these vehicles were taken on hire. Some of 
the owners of the vehicles and the drivers are 
known to me. I have not ciied any owner or 
driver of the vehicles in my list of witnesses 
becadse they expressed some legal difficul- 
ties.” 

There is no other evidence to show that the vehicles 
mentioned in the petition were used for the election 
of respondent No, 1, as alleged by the petitioner. 
Shri Dubey, learned counsel for the petitioner, has 
urged that some of the vouchers of the respondent 
No. 1 in her election return Ex-P-1 had mentioned the 
numbers of the vehicles used, but this cannot prove 
the allegation made in the petition. It was for the 
petitioner to prove that all the 11 vehicles mentioned 
in paragraph 10(4) of the position were used on 
what dates and at what places and that the total ex- 
pense was approximately as alleged by him. There 
is no evidence at all on record to prove this allega- 
tion, Therefore, this allegation ia also held as not 
proved. 

68. The petitioner in paragraph 10A 6th of the peti- 
tion has made an allegation that respondent No. 2 
either incurred or authorised expenditure during the 
period of election to the extent of Rs. 72,917,77 P in 
respect of various items relating to the election of 
respondent No. 1, such as the hiring of cycles, feeding 
of the workers, payment o£ advances towards the 
hiring of motor vehicles etc. and this has not been 
included in her election return. The respondent No. 

1 in her written statement has emphatically denied 
that this expenditure at all related to her election. 
She also averred that respondent No. 2 as her elec- 
tion agent was in addition working at the relevant 
time as the Vice President of the Bhartiva Jan Sangh, 
M.P. Unit and as such he had Bhind, Morena, Shiv- 
puri, Vidlsha, Guna and Gwalior districts in his 
charge and this expenditure, if at all, related to the 
Jan Sangh. Respondent No. 2 has also said (he same 
thing in his return. He has said that the expenditure 
Indicated in the memo. Ann. 2 pertains to the ex- 
penses incurred by and on behalf of Ihe Bhartiya 
Jan Sangh for the districts comprising his zone as 
described above. He also further averred that the 
respondent No. 1 never gave any amount except 
whatever had been shown as spent by him in the 
return of her election expenses. Th notitioner, in 
order to show that this expenditure related to the 
election expenses of respondent No. 1, has examined 
12 v finesses and thev are Kailash Narain Kantak 
(PWCI) Kanehan Singh (P W.3) petitioner him- 
self as P.W.7. Bishambhar Daval (P.W.6), Mahen- 
dra Singh (P.W. 9), kalka Prasad (P.W 101. F.amdMt 
Singh Kushwaha (P.W. 43), iRameshwar Sharma (P.W. 
44) Chhotelal Sharma (P.W. 49). Rameshwar Daynl P.W. 
51). Munshiram (P.W. 66) and Banmali Dwivcdi 
(P.W. 72). 

69. The petitioner (P.W.7) in paragraph 7 of his 
statement has proved Ex, P-5 to Ex-p-10. It is per- 
tinent to note that with the exception of Annexure 2, 
all other bills which were ulleged to have been 
connected with it were produced on 6th December 
1971. In paragraph 50 of his statement, a question 
was asked to the petitioner as to how he came to 
possess Ex-P-5 and he denied that it was either given 
to him by respondent No. 2 or her got it hv theft. 
He also said that the other papers connected with Ex- 
p-5 wore also with him at the time of filing of the 
petition and he has given the reasons for delay ip. 


filing them that Ex-P-5 was the main string of the 
case and as the other papers were only in support of 
it. Another question was asked in cross-examination 
as to why he did not file the other papers i.e. Ex. P-2 
to Ex-P,4, Ex-P.6 to Ex-P-13 with the list of wit- 
nesses and the reply given by him is that as he had 
filed Ex-P-5. he did not file the other papers. In 
paragraph 64 of his statement, he has clearly admitted 
that he did not identify the signatures of respondent 
No. 2 but as he was told by Ramdatta Singh Kushwaha 
(P.W. 43) he had made such a statement. It is true 
that the papers said to be connected with Ex-P-5 are 
filed late. It is however, immaterial whether they are 
secured by theft or otherwise. The material question is 
whether they are connected with the election of respon- 
dent No. 1 and whether this fact has been proved by the 
petitioner. 

70. Kailash Narayan Kantak (P.W. 1) has deposed 
that he knew the handwriting of Ramswaroop Gupta 
Ex. P-2 bears his signature. He has also said that 
Ramswaroop Gupta was working for respondent No. 1. 

In paragraph 13 of his statement, he stated that in 
Ex. P-2 portion A to A was not written by Rnm- 
swaroop Gupta while the whole of the remaining Ex. 
P-2 was written by him. He has mentioned no 
reason as to why he had deposed that Ramswaroop 
Gupta was working on behalf of the respondent No. 1. 

71. Kanehan Singh Yadav (P.W. 3) stated that he 
recognises the signatures of Dr. Anand Swaroop in 
Ex, P-3 and he was working for respondent No. 1. 

In paragraph 6 of his statement, he has admitted that 
Dr. Anand Swaroop had not written Ex, P-3 in his 
presence. He once got his treatment from him and 
on the basis of the prescription he had identified his 
hnndwriting. He has also not said anything as to how 
he came to know that Dr. Anand Swaroop was working 
on behalf of respondent No. 2. His evidence is not of 
any evidentiary value, 

72. Bishambhar Dayal (P.W. 8) has deposed that he 
knows the handwriting of Baburam Kheri and Ex. 
P-11 bears his signature. Baburam Kheri (R.W. 7) 
has denied his signature in Ex. P-11. The witness 
has also s+^+ed that Baburam was working on behalf 
of respondent No. 1. In paragraph 3 of his stqjiement, 
he has admitted that he had not informed the petition- 
er about it although he says that he had a talk about 
Baburam having paid the amount on behalf of respon- 
dent No. 1 with Shital Prasad Dube, Chhagan Prasad 
Dube and others. There is no evidence to show that 
what he had stated is correct. It is pertinent to note 
that on the one hand he shows so much intimacy that 
he recognises the signatures of Babulal but on the 
other hand in paragraph 6 of his statement, he shows 
ignorance as to whether Babulal was a worker of the 
Jan Sangh. The reason for recognising the hand- 
writing of Babulal, as stated in paragraph 7 of hi? 
statement, is not worthy of any evidence. 

73. Mahendra Singh (P.W, 9) has deposed that Ex. 
P-12 bears the signature of Dr. Hargnvind Mishra 
and Ex,. P-13 Is in the handwriting rf Asharam 
while J2x. P-4 is in the handwriting of Sughar Singh. 
The witness is an active member of the Con cress and 
h’ c evidence has to be scrutinised with care. He had 
no nt’ner occasion to identify the signatures of the 
abovesaid three persons. In paragraph 16 of his stale- 
men t, he says that Dr. Hargovind Mishra had told Mm 
thaf he was spending the money on behalf of respon- 
dent No. 1, hut he does not remember if he had told 
t v iis fact to any one who was connected with the olec- 
t ion. Dr. Hargovind Mishra has not been examined 
'oy the petitioner. 

74. Kalka Prasad (P.W. 10) has testified that Ex, 

. P-12 bears the signature of Dr. Hargovind Mishra. 
He stated that Dr. Mishra was working on behalf of 
respondent No. 1 in the election and was incurring 
expenditure on her behalf. It looks rather unnatural 
that Dr. Mishra even If he was working or spending 
monev on behalf of respondent No. 1, would be telling 
this fact to the witness unless it is shown that thev 
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were on such intimate terms and simply because Dr. 
Mishra used to come to the municipal office sometime 
did not warrant that he would do so. 

75. Ramdatt Kushwaha (P.W, 43) has testified that 

Ex. P-5 bears the signatures of respondent No. 2. 
Ex. P-6 also bears his signatures. The portions A 
to A, B to B and D to D are in the handwriting of 
respondent No. 2 and the portion C to C bears the 
signature of the respondent No, 2. The witness also 
proved the signatures of respondent No. 2 in Ex. P 
7, P-0. P-9 and P-10. This witness is also 

an Interested witness. As stated by him in paragraph 
20 of his statement, he was also a consenting party to 
the issue of Ex. P-3, In paragraph 23, he has stated 
that all the papers concerning the handwriting and 
signatures of the respondent No. 2 were shown to him 
by the petitioner in April 1971 and he told him that 
he had identified the signatures of respondent No. 2 
and also suggested that an election petition should be 
filed. But his evidence is of no consequence as ne 
admitted in paragraph 25 of his statement that he had 
identified only the handwriting and signatures of res- 
pondent No. 2 but he had no personal knowledge to 
what account they pertain to. Mere proving of signa- 
tures on these papers will not prove the fact that 
these documents relate to the election of respondent 
No. 1. 

76. Rameshwar Sharma (P.W. 44) testified that Ex. 
P-27 is in the handwriting of Mahesh Singh. Ex, 
P-27 was not written in his presence, Mahesh 
Singh and his father, Lokendra Singh, both are alive 
but none of them is produced as witness. 

77. Chhotelal Sharma (P.W. 49) also testifies that 
Ex. P-2 is in the handwriting of Ramswaroop Gupta. 
In his cross-examination in paragraph 8. he ha3 stated 
that he had not seen respondent No. 1 giving any 
money to Ramswaroop for her election work nor had 
he any knowledge about the source from which Ram- 
swaroop got the money for her election work. Unless 
it is shown that Ex, P-5 concerned the election of 
respondent No. 1, she cannot be saddled with any 
responsibility for the same. 

78. Tire evidence of Rameshwar Dayal (P.W. 51) 
does not also inspire confidence. He appears to be a 
chance witness and it is difficult to believe that when 
according to him. respondent No. 2 had made a request 
to him to help respondent No. 1, he would give a sum 
of Rs. 1,000 to Ramswaroop Gupta and a sum of Rs. 
500/- to Baburam Kheri in his presence who belong 
to a different political party, and receipts Ex. P-11 
und Ex. P-2 would be got executed. In paragraph 
9 of his statement, he has stated that he accompanied 
Ramswaroop Gupta on his own asking and went, to 
Bhind, 16 miles from his village. He has admitted that 
in Ex. P-2, the words marked A to A were written 
in the handwriting of Ramswaroop Gupta but he did 
so of his own accord. The words marked 'A to A’ in 
Ex. P-2 show that if at all this receipt was executed, 
it was executed by Ramswaroop Gupta as a Presi- 
dent of the Jan Sangh Mandal and not for respondent 
No. 1. The witness has stated that he had been is 
politics for the last 25 years and it looks rather strange 
that he does not know that respondent No, 2 whom 
he knew since 1945 is either a member or the Vice 
President of the Jan Sangh. His evidence, if read as a 
whole cannot escape the conclusion that it is not worthy 
of any credence, 

79. Munshiram (P.W. 66) has deposed that Balmu- 
kund, in the month of February 1971, gave a hundred 
rupee note to one Kadam when he was taking tea at 
the shop of Babulal. He had also seen giving chits to 
Babulal Shopkeeper. He has further testified that Ex. 
P-120 is in the handwriting of Balmukund. In 
paragraph 4 of his statement, he has only stated that 
he met the petitioner 20 or 25 days before the date 
he was examined, and told him about the chits. He 
had not mentioned that he told him about the pay- 
ment of Rs. 100/-to one Kadam. Babulal, who sells 


sweetmeats is alive and resides at Gohad and he has 
not beetl produced to show that Balmukund Ihiya was 
keeping some accounts with him in connection with 
the election of respondent No. 1. He has admitted in 
paragraph 7 of his statement that he could not specify 
any special feature of the writing and signature of 
Balmukund and he made no enquiry whether Balmu- 
kund was a Jan Sangh worker, His statement too is 
not worthy of any reliance. 

80. Shri Banmali Dwivedi (P.W. 721 handwriting 
expert, deposed that the documents discussed above 
were in the handwriting of the persons said to have 
signed them. Shri Dubey, learned counsel for the 
petitioner, has strenuously argued that taking some of 
the documents, namely, Ex.s page 27, pdge 155, page 
12 page 7, page 4, page 2 page 20, page 3, page 11 and 
p, 131 into account, their total pages with that mention- 
ed in Ex.s P-6, P-8 and P-10,. He also urged that res- 
pondent No. 2 had, admitted that Annexure 2 (Ex. 
P-5) related to the accounts of the Jan Sangh but he 
had not come forward to depose to that effect. He 
also further urged that all those persons who signed 
these documents were included in the list of witnesses 
for the respondent No. 1 and they have not been exa- 
mined by the respondent No. 1 with the result that 
an adverse inference should be drawn against her 
and it should be taken as proved looking to'the plead- 
ings of the parties as well as the legal consequences. 
Shri Chitale, learned counsel for the respondent 
No. 1, on the other hand has invited my attention to 
the verification as well as the affidavit filed by the 
petitioner and urged that it related only ao far as Ihe 
handwriting and signature of respondent No. 2 was 
concerned and there is no, affidavit to the effect that 
they were connected with the election of respondent 
No, 1. He also further argued that proper custody of 
the documents was not proved and such suspicious 
documents should not be made a foundation for a 
serious charge against the respondent No. 1, He also 
urged that respondent No. 2 was in charge of dis- 
tricts which constituted 33 assembly constituencies 
and the accounts related to the assembly constituen- 
cies and not to respondent No. 1. He further urged 
that the amount of Rs. 500 mentioned as deposit in 
Ex. P-5 concerned respondent No. 2 and does not re- 
late to the deposit made by respondent No. 1 under 
section 34 of the Act as argued by Shri Dube. 

81. Having heard both the learned counsel on this 
question and after giving my careful attention te fhe 
contentions raised before me. I ha< f e formed an 
opinion that the submission made bv Shri Dube, 
learned counsel for the petitioner, is devoid of subs- 
tance and that Ex,P-5 does not relate to the election 
of respondent No, 1 for the reasons I will presently 
show. 

82. I have read the verification and the affidavit of 
the petitioner and on reading both of them as a whole, 

I find that the petitioner has said as regards para- 
graphs 10A (6) that it was true to his knowledge and 
so far as the handwriting and signature of the respon- 
dent No. 2 on Annexure 2 is concerned, they are true 
to his information. The affidavit and the verification 
is correct but in his statement he has not deposed 
that it was true to his personal knowledge that Ex. 
P-5 related to the election expense of respondent No. 
1. He has also not been able to satisfactorily explain 
as to now he got the receipt Ex. P-5. In paragraph 49, 
the petitioner, has named certain person from whom he 
had made enquiries regarding the allegations con- 
tained in the petition. None of the witnesses exa- 
mined by him said anything about Ex.P-5- The con- 
tention of Shri Dubey, learned counsel for the peti- 
tioner. that the signatures of these documents should 
have been examined by respondent No. 1 as her wit- 
nesses is not correct as it is the duty of the petitioner 
to prove the corrupt practice which he had alleged 
against the respondent No. 1. Whpn satisfactory proof 
is on record and if anything requires explanation by 
the party, or some inferences are to be drawn accord- 
ing to law, then certainly it should be done and taken 
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into consideration lor forming an opinion but this is 
not a case of this typo where looking to the pleadings 
of the parties and tne tacts that the respondent No. 2 
had not entered the witness box and the persons whose 
signatures find place on these documents have not 
been examind, an adverse inference should be drawn 
against respondent No, 1. It is true that some of the 
persons were named in the list of witnesses for res- 
pondent No. 1 and the best course for the petitioner 
would have been to ask the respondent No. 1 whether 
she wanted to examine these persons and if not he 
would have taken steps to summon them as his own 
but he has noL done so, He cannot, therefore, be 
absolved from the responsibility of proving his own 
case and he cannot be heard to say that the respon- 
dent No. 1 having not examine them, an adverce in- 
ference should be drawn against her. By reading 
Ex. P-5, it is quite clear that it gives the total but 
some other papers which must have been a part of 
this has somehow or other not been brought on record. 
The deposit of Rs. 500/ does not relate to the deposit 
said to be made by respondent No. 1 under section 34 
of the Act. It is also worthy of note that the name 
of Bhind constituency is not mentioned anywhere 
there. It has also come in evidence that respondent 
No. 2 though being an election agent of respondent 
No. 1 was also the Vice President of the M. P. Unit 
of the Jan Sangh and as such he had certain consti- 
tuencies under his charge. I am told that these dis- 
tricts comprised of 33 such assembly constituencies. 
It is further worthy of note that Ex, P-2, P-3, P-4. 
P-11 P-12, P-155, P-157, P-13 and P-126 were not 

mentioned in the list of documents and no particulars 
of these documents were given in the petition, The 
explanation offered by the petitioner does not seem 
to be satisfactory. 

83. Even assuming that Ex.s. P-2, P-3, P-4 etc. are 
in the handwriting of the persons concerned, there is 
no proof that these accounts relate to the election of 
respondent No. 1 and not to the election expense in- 
curred by the Jan Sangh as a political party. 

84. The petitioner has examined Rameshchandra 
Sharma (P.W.68) to prove that he had received 
Rs. 10,850 from one Watgikar on three occasions and 
this amount had been spent in connection with the 
election of resptgident No. 1. The receipt Ex.P.127 
has no connection whatsoever with Ex.P-5 for the 
very simple reason that according to this witness, 
this amount was given by respondent No. 1 to Watgi- 
kar, who had given him and it has no connection 
whatsoever with the respondent No. 2. Now, the 
question arises whether this witness is a reliable wit- 
ness. He has stated that he was given an amount of 
Rs. 10,850 in instalments, i.e. Rs. 2,400 for the first 
time, Rs. 1,400 each for the second and third time 
and then Rs. 3,000 and for the last time, he got 
Rs. 2,650. The first three instalments were sent to 
him every week and he maintained the accounts for 
the same' He has further said that Sardar Angre 
asked him for the accounts on 26th or 27th March 
1971 when he happened to come to Gwalior and he 
also informed him on telephone that he was sending 
Ruikatf for the purpose. He gave the accounts to 
Ruikar and obtained the receipt for the vouchers from 
him. He has further slated that respondent No. 2 
also had come to him on 5th or 6th of April 1971 and 
asked for accounts and he gave the receipt Ex. P-127 
to him. He has further stated that the amount in 
question was spent for providing meals to the workers 
of respondent No 1 and the hiring of cycles used for 
the i he distribution of pamphlets and for the arrange- 
ments of the election meetings. He has also said that 
he was the Secretary of the Cheonda Mandal Jan 
Sangh and Joint Secretary of the District Jan Sangh 
Committee and was the President of the Shconda 
Manual Jan Sangh at. the time of election. He further 
stated that whatever work he did was for rcsoondent 
No. 1 and not on behalf of Jan Sangh in the last Lok 
Sabha election. In cross examination, in paragraph 
11, he has stated that whatever he had deposed 
before the Court he had not noted anywhere except 


the matters relating to accounts and whatever he 
had stated in Court he had not said any- 
thing about it to anybody else. It is 

worthy of note that his name was included in the 
list of witnesses filed on 12th November 1971 (which 
Is Ex. P-182) by respondent No, 1. His statement was 
recorded on 2Bth January 1972. When he was hold 
ing such offices of the Jan Sangh even according to 
his own statement, it is difficult to believe that he 
was not doing the work on behalf of the Jan Sangh 
but was doing on behalf of the respondent No 1. He 
is Ex.P-182) oy respondent No. 1. His statement was 
party and it requires careful scrutiny to assess his 
recorded on 28th January 1972. When he was hold- 
the full name of Watgikar who was not known to 
him before except that he had come to know him 
during election days and moreover, no receipt for 
such payment was taken and the money is said to 
have been paid when no one was present. He also 
does not know whether Watgikar had any connection 
with the Jan Sangh. It is also not known as to why 
sardar Angre would ask for the accounts and he 
having not known Ruikar, gave him the account papers 
which according to him, numbered 300 to 400. ft is 
not disputed that Ruikar is one of the clerks in one 
of the trusts of the respondent No. 1. It is rather 
difficult to believe that it did not strike him that 
Ruikar wrote on the receipt Ex-P127 as Chief Secre- 
tary to the Ex-Maharaja of Gwalior. He is a practis- 
ing Advocate and it should have struck him that the 
Chief Secretary would not come to receive the 
accounts if at all he was maintaining and the words 

"hsfrjRT UVTTd Hi T HdHT HTT 
written in the Brackets * 

TWd'" 

of Ex-P-127 also do not seem to be at its proper 
place. He has also not shown why he did not take 
any receipt from respondent No. 2 when he gave him 
Ex.P-127. His evidence is not at all reliable with the 
result that the petitoner has not been able to prove 
that the amount (vide Ex. P-127) was spent on 
account of election expenses of respondent No. 1. 

85. Shri Dube, learned counsel for the petitioner, 
has invited my attention to Ex. P-11 said to have 
been executed by Baburam Kheri (R.W.7), the re- 
ports Exs. P-30 and P-21 and the statements of N. K. 
Tiwari, Sub-Inspector of Police and Janak Singh 
(P.W.65) and urged that Baburam Kheri came with 
the respondent No. 2 at Gohadupura and alter casting 
his vote went away. This allegation could have 
formed the basis for corrupt practice within the 
meaning of section 123(5) of the Act. Suffice it to 
say that there is no such corrupt practice pleaded and, 
moreover, Baburam Kheri (R.W.7) has denied both 
the things, that is, Ex. P-11 was written by him or 
bears his signature and the fact that he had gone 
with the respondent No. 2 on the date of the poll by 
a helicopter. 

86, N. K. Tiwari (P.W.36) has deposed only on the 
basis of Exs. P-20 and P-21 and he had no personal 
knowledge. lie has also admitted that this type of 
reports has nothing to do with the police department. 
Janaksingh (P.W.65) has deposed about the landing 
of the helicopter with the respondent No. 2 and Babu- 
ram Kheri, I do not think that Baburam Kheri was 
such an important person that he was to be carried 
by respondent No. 2 for the purpose of casting his 
vote in a helicopter and moreover this being not the 
basis of any allegation, it is not of any consequence. 

07. As regards the visit of the respondent No. 2 by 
a helicopter to the Bhind constituency, It has no 
effect so far as the election expenses of the respon- 
dent No. 1 is concerned, as he also in addition to his 
being her election agent was the President of the 
Jan Sangh and if he had travelled in connection with 
the party work, the respondent No. 1 cannot be held 
responsible for the same. 

88. Shri Dubev, learned counsel for the petitioner, 
has also laid great stress on the voucher No. 377 
(Ex. P-168) a receipt given by Shri N. K, Shejwalkar 
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(R.W. 4) to the respondent No. 1 for Rs. 4,000 in 
lieu of fuel consumption of the helicopters and urged 
that this amount will fetch 3,000 liters of fuel and one 
litre of fuel being consumed per minute, the total 
expenditure should have been charged to the res- 
pondent No. 1 and added in her election expenses to 
the extent of Rs, 75,000, 

89. Shri Chitaley, learned counsel for the respondent 
No. 1, on the other hand, has urged that the fuel 
charges for the helicopters were to be borne by the 
companies and it was not possible to assess any charge 
on this account to the respondent No. 1 and further 
more, the helicopters were hired by the political party 
and payment was made by it and the respondent No, 1 
having given her services to the Jan Sangh Party, she 
was not required to be charged at all. It is on acco- 
unt of her desire that she made a notional payment ol 
Rs. 4,000/- and she had included this amount in her 
election return, 

90. Shri N, K. Shejwalkar (R.W. 4), in paragraph 
40 of his statement, has stated it was not possible to 
tell the total number of hours during which the heli- 
copters were used in the Bhind constituency as they 
were not used only in that particular constituency. 
In paragraph 42, as regards the voucher in question, 
he has deposed that actually nothing was due from 
the respondent No. I, but as she expressed desire that 
she wanted to pay an adhoc basis he told the respon- 
dent No. 1 that whatever she wanted to 
pay, she might pay. Accordingly, she paid 
Rs. 4,000/- and this amount has no connec- 
tion with the actual consumption of fuel for 
the helicopters as it was not possible to determine the 
same. As regards this payment, the respondent No. 1, 
in paragraph 49 of her statement, has said as follows: — 

“I paid Rs, 4,000/- to Mr. Shejwalkar Advocate on 
ad hoc basis. It was considered as- “marginal 
benefit I was supposed to have derived I do 
not know how much fuel had been consumed 
and whatever amount was paid, if was made 
on ad hoc basis for the fuel. I am not in a 
position to say if the fuel more than the value 
of Rs, 4.000/- was consumed. As the Jan 
Sangh was spending so I wanted to pay to 
the party the benefit derived by me as a for- 
mality. I did not derive any benefit and, 
therefore, it is not possible to estimate it in 
terms of of money. It was decided by Jan 
Sangh party that I should pay Rs. 4,000/- and, 
therefore, I paid that amount as a token for 
using the helicopter and for the marginal 
benefit supposed to have been derived by me. 
I did not derive any marginal benefit and I 
paid the amount as it was decided with the 
Jan Sangh party. I have given the benefit to 
the party and m fact if I wanted to charge, 
I could have done that. It was orally decided 
that I should pay the amount of Rs. 4,000/- as 
a token.” 

91. Having held that the hiring of the helicopters 
and the payment therefore were made by the Jan 
Sangh and further debt the Jan Sangh party 
did not act as an agent of respondent No. 
1, if she had paid Rs. 4,000/- for whatever benefit she 
might had though accrued to her and she having inclu- 
ded the same in her return of election expenses, it 
cannot be said that it should have been charged on 
the basis of the fuel consumption by the helicopters 
in her visit to the Bhind constitutency. 

92. The result of all this discussion is that the peti- 
tioner has not been able to prove according to law the 
allegations which were made the basis of issue No, 1 
and, therefore, this issue is decided against the peti- 
tioner and in favour of the respondent No. 1. 

93. Issue No. 1, (b). — This issue has been decided on 
15th October, 1971 by a separate order. 

94. Issue No. 2(a), — This issue is based on an allegn- 
tjoi. made in paragraph 11 of the petition which states 


that the respondent No. 1 and or her election agent 
during the peiod falling between 27-1-1971 to 4-3-1971 
got presented about 50,000 exercise books by way of 
gift, a specimen of which is Ex. P-14 onrecord (Annex- 
ure A) to the voters and their chidrcn throughout 
the Bhind Parliamentary constituency to induce them 
to vote for respondent No. 1 In short, this is a charge 
of bribery as contained in section 123 (1) (b) of the 
Act. The respondent No. 1 in reply to the allegation 
denied the charge in paragraph 11 of her written state- 
ment and averred that the not books (exercise books) 
were got printed on the occasion of her Golden Jubiles 
in 1959 and were distributed at that time. She also 
denied that any such exercise books were distributed 
during the time of election either by herself or by 
her election agent or by any of this workers with her 
consent. Similarly, respondent No. 2 also denied this 
allegation in paragraph 11 of his written statement. 
A corrupt practice of bribery is defined in section 123 
(1) of the Act and the relevant provisions are as 
follows: — 

123. The following shall be deemed to be corrupt 
practices for the purposes of this Act: — 

(1) Bribery, that is to say 

(A) Any gift, offer or promise by a candidate or 
his agent or by any other person with the 
consent of a candidate or his election agent of 
any gratification, to any person whomsoever, 
with the object, directly or indirectly of in- 
ducing:— 

(b) an elector to vote or refrain from voting at 
an election ” 

95. It is well established that in a case of corrupt 
practice, it is for the petitioner to prove it by cogent 
and conclusive evidence. In other words, the evidence 
to prove such a serious and grave charge must be very 
clear and unequivocal. In order to prove this charge, 
the petitioner examined himself and also Shantl- 
swaroop (P.W.18) Liyaquatullah (P.W.21), Harbilas 
(P.W.45), Bajnath Sharma (P.W.48), Gokul Prasad, 
Katariya (P.W. 53), Mahendra Kumar (P.W. 64) 

and Fouzdar Sharma (P.W, 67). In rebuttal, the res- 
pondent No. 1 has examined heresclf and also produc- 
ed Premnath Kapoor (H.W.l) Deshraj Grover (R.W. 
2), Shri N. K. Shejwalkar (R. W. 4), Adocate and 
M.P,, Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai (R.W.ll) and Maha- 
rana Bhagat Singh Ex-Ruler of Mewar (R.W.9). 
Now, the question arises of bribery according to the 
standard of proof required in such cases. The petit- 
ioner Ramsewak Shrivastva (P.W. 7) in paragraph 17 
of his statement has only stated that during the period 
of election some copies, i. e. exercise books were dis- 
tributed. Shantiswaroop (P, W, 18) in paragraph 6 
of his statement has stated that exercise books were 
distributed on 2-3-1971 at a time when Ex-Mahafana 
of Udaipur and respondent No. 1 addressed a meeting. 
He has also deposed that 8 to 10 such exercise books 
were given to one person for his chilren and further 
stated the distributors were also saying that it was 
on behalf of respondent No. 1 and that they should 
vote for her. In paragraph 9 of his crossexamination, 
he stated that the exercise books were not distributed 
to children. In paragraph 7 of his statement, he has, 
however, admitted that he has one printing press known 
as Bharat Printing Press and he publishes one paper 
known as Wug Prahari’ of which is the editor. It Is 
rather curious that although he published in his news- 
paper news regarding the arrival of Ex-Maharana of 
Udipur, Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai and respondent No. 1, 
but he did not mention therein the distribution of ex- 
ercise books which was the main feature of the meet- 
ings. It is also pertinent to note that Ex-Maharana of 
Udaipui has very clearly stated in paragraph 10 of his 
statement that no such exercise hooks were distributed 
in his presence. On the other hand, he has stated that 
it was for the first time when he was examined that he 
had seen such an exercise books. It is also worthy of 



Sec. 3 (ii)] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: 


note that Shantiswaroop (P. W. 1ft) had deposed 
that Ex-Maharana of Udipur came to Bhind by a 
helicopter but the latter himself had very clearly stat- 
ed that he went by a car and that he does not belong 
to any political party though he supported the cause of 
Jan Sangh hr his meeting. It is further strange that as 
many as 50,000 exercise books were said to have been 
distributed on 28-2-1071, 2-3-1971 and 3-3-1971, but 
not a single exercise books has been produced by any 
of the witnesses cited for the purpose of proving that 
she did distribute such exercise books. It is pertin- 
ent to not that it docs not look natural that respondent 
No. 1 would distribute such exercise books in the pre- 
sence of the Ex-Maharana of Udipur which . would 
lower her prestige in his estimation. Therefore, for the 
reason mentioned above, tho witness Shantiswaroop 
(P.W.18) is! not a reliable witness. Liyaquatullah 
(P.W.21) also in paragraph 4 of ]h s deposition has 
stated regarding the distribution of exercise books on 
2-3-1971. In paragraph 11 of his statement, he has de- 
posed that 20 or 25 days after the election, he had 
a talk with the petitioner regarding the distribution of 
the exercise books and also with one other persons, 
Shantiswaroop Bahore. The petitioner himself has 
not said anything about the information received 
from this witness who has also said in paragraph 15 of 
his deposition that he also got such an exercise book 
which he gave it to his nephew, but he too had not 
produced the same. He is also not in a position to 
name any other person who got the exercise book 
during the time of its distribution. He too appears to 
be a got up witness and is not reliable. 


96. Harbilas Shrivastava (P.W. 45) has deposed 
in paragraph 2 of his statement that respondent 
No. 1 accompanied by respondent No. 2 and 10 to 15 
other persons went from door to door to ask for votes 
on 3rd Murch 1971 at about 5 p.m, and she 
had also come to his ward on that 
date. Exercise books were distributed as 
gift for the children and it was also said at that 
time that she should be kept in mind. He has further 
deposed that one such exercise book in mind. He has 
further deposed that one such exercise book was 
given to the head member of each family and he had 
also received one. According to this witness, these exer- 
cise books were given only to the voters and not to the 
non-voters. Although the witness is an advocate but he 
has only studied up to 9th class and is practising in 
revenue courts. In paragraph 5 of hi3 statement, he 
has shown ignorance as to whether such exercise books 
were distributed at the time of the Golden Jubilee of 
respondent No. 1 which had taken place in October, 
1969. The strange feature of his statement in 
paragraph 5 is that the exercise books were being 
distributed by some outsiders which had not 
happened in any of the dates as deposed 
to by other witnesses. He has admitted in 
paragraph 11 of his statement that he was tha polling 
agent and was also the counting agent of Shri N. It. 
Dixit, a rival candidate in the election. In paragraph 
14 of his statement, he has deposed that he had told 
regarding distribution of exercise books to one Sugh- 
arsingh Kushwaha who is the editor of the newspaper 
‘Matadhikar’ of Bhind, but it is rather strange that no 
paper of Bhind published the news regarding distribu- 
tion of exercise books which, in the normal course of 
events, if true, must have happened. It is also interes- 
ting to note that Ex. P. 122, a copy of the ‘Matadhikar' 
dated 13-2-1971 mentions about the distribution of the 
exercise books while exercise books were 3aid to have 
been distributed on 28th February 1971, 2nd March 
and 3rd March 1971. This ‘Matadhikar’ paper also 
was seasonable paper in the sense that it started with 
the election and ended after its purpose was done. 
Sugharshingh has not been examined as a witness to 
show that he was informed by this witness about the 
distribution of the exercise books as deposed to by him. 
The evidence of this witness is not reliable for the In- 
firmities pointed out above. 
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97. Baijnath Sharma (P.W. 48) has also deposed in 
paragrapn 2 of his statement regarding the distribution 
of the exercise books by respondent No. 1 who had 
gone to his mohalla at about at 3.30 p.m. accompanied 
by 10 or 15 persons. Respondent No. 2 had also accom- 
panied her. He was toid by Respondent No. 2 at 
the time of distribution of the exercise books that it 
was a gift to him and he should vote for respondent 
No 1. He has also deposed that exercise books were 
distributed to all the persons who had collected at 
that time in the Mohalla. In paragraph 7 of his state- 
ment, he has stated that he did not inform any one else 
exeept the Mohallawalas about the distribution of the 
exercise books. It looks rather strange thal he having 
not informed any one, how he was cited as a witness 
depose about it. On court question in paragraph 13, 
he has deposed that the exercise books were distri- 
buted at random without enquiring as to the number of 
children one had. This witness is also not a truthful 
witness. 

98. Gokul Prasad Katariya (P.W. 53) has deposed 
about the distribution of the exercise books on 3-3- 
1971. The respondent No. 1 accompanied by a persons 
were going from door to door distributing the exercise 
hooks and requesting the persons to vote for her. 

He was offered one but he refused to take it. The 
witness deposed in paragraph 6 that he hafl seen such 
an exercise book though he had not taken one and in 
paragraph 10 of his statement he was not able to say 
us to what was written on the front page of the 
exercise book. It is pertinent to note that the pro- 
minent features of the front page of the exercise books 
are that it contains a photo of respondent No. 1 as well 
as her facimili signature and the following words:— 

„Tp3f>mr F^rnrw fafsprr tur Nfft t r" 

It is quite clear that had he seen the exercise books at 
all, there is no reason why he should not have re- 
membered any one of the prominent features. His 
evidence also suffers from the same infirmities as 
aforesaid and I do not find him to be a truthful wit- 
ness. 

99. Mahendra Kumar (P.W. 64), Sub-Editor of 
‘Matadhikar’ produced Ex. P-122 dated 13th Febru- 
ary 1971. According to him, the exercise books like 
Ex. P-14 were distributed on 28th February 1971, but 
that too does not appear to be true. Shrl Atal Bihari 
Bajpai (R.W.ll) in paragraph 34 of his statement has 
stated that at the meeting held in Bhind, no distribu- 
tion of exercise books had taken place there, Mahen- 
dra Kumar (P.W.64) has admitted in paragraph 6 of 
his statement that the paper started publication on 
26th January 1971 and closed on Deepawali, 1971. 
In paragraph 8 of his statement, he has not been able 
to give any reason as to why he did not publish the 
news regarding the distribution of the exercise books 
in his paper when he had known about it that such 
exercise books were, in fact, distributed on 28th 
February 1971. When there is no allegation re- 
garding the distribution of the exercise books on 13th 
February 1971, or a little earlier or later, it looks 
curious that such a news should have found place in 
Ex, P-122. He has deposed about other matters but 
it is not necessary to give them in details here. Read- 
ing his whole statement, one cannot escape the con- 
clusion that he is not only an interested witness but 
at the same time he Is not telling the truth. 

100. Fouzdar Sharma (P.W. 67) has stated in para- 
graph 3 that on the night of 3rd March 1971 at about 
8-30 p.m., respondent No. 1 accompanied by some 
other persons got exercise books distributed thi'OUgh 
respondent No. 2 and three or four other persons. 
In paragraph 7 of his statement, he had deposed that 
2 or 3 months after the distribution, he had told about 
this to Shri Pawar, the President of the Congress 
Committee, Bhind, but it is strange how he is pro- 
duced as a witness when the petitioner himself does 
not say that Shri Pawar had told him that the witness 
was present at the time of the distribution of the 
exercise books, Although he had got such an exercise 
book which he gave to his grandson, he was not in 
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a position to tell what was written on the front page 
of the exercise book. His evidence too does not ins- 
pire any confidence. 

101. Premnath Kapoor (R.W.l) who is the Sales 
Manager of the Produce Exchange Corporation Ltd., 
Nagpur branch, has on the other hand, deposed that 
Thakur Lokendra Singh. Secretary, Jan Sampark 
Karyalaya, Gwalior, had placed an order on 8th Octo- 
ber 1969 for manufacture of 700 gross of exercise 
books (vide Ex. R.91) and that order was accepted 
(vide letter Ex. R-10) which bears his signatures. Ho 
has also admitted that exercise books like Ex.P-14 
were manufactured by his firm. The printing of the 
exercise books was assigned to Shivraj Fine Arts 
Offset Litho Works, Nagpur and these exercise books 
were supplied in five instalments from 31st Octob. r 
1969 to 12th November 1969. His evidence finds 
support in the statement of Deshraj Grover (R.W.2). 
He has also deposed that the order of printing was 
completed on 23rd and 24th October 1969 and delivery 
memo was signed by the Produce Exchange Corpora- 
tion Ltd., vide Ex.s R-13 and R-14. He has further 
deposed that the block of Rajmata was returned vide 
letter Ex. R-16 which bears his signatures. He also 
testified that the cover Ex. R-16 was sent by his firm. 
A certificate, Ex.R-17, was also given by his firm. I 
find both the witnesses reliable and there is no reason 
why their testimony should not be acted upon. 

102. Shri N. K, Shejwalkar (R.W.4) Advoeaie, in 
paragraph 22 of his statement has deposed that he, 
as Mayor of Gwalior, was associated with the cele- 
bration of Golden Jubilee, i.e., Ardha Sati Samaroh 
of respondent No. 1 and exercise books like Ex.P-14 
were printed and distributed at that time. In para- 
graph 30, he has clearly stated that it is wrong to ray 
that the exercise books like Ex, P-14 were distributed 
by both the respondents during the mid-term election 
in the Bhind parliamentary constituency. Respondent 
No. 1 as R.W.5, in paragraph 11 of her statement has 
stated that exercise books like Ex.P-14 were distri- 
buted on the occasion of her 50th birthday by the 
Samiti which consisted of the popular citizens of 
Gwalior and it was on 15th October, 19G9. She has 
emphatically stated that she did not distribute not 
did 3he authorise the distribution of the exercise 
books like Ex.P-14 anywhere during the election 
period and she did not incur any expenditure about 
its printing. I have already observed while discussing 
the evidence of Ex-Maharana, Udaipur (R.W.9) and 
Shri Atal Bihari Bajpai (R.W.l l) that they have 
very clearly stated that no exercise books like Ex, P-14 
were distributed at the time when they were present 
in the meeting and that seems to be true. Thus, there 
is no reliable evidence on record to show that the exer- 
cise books were distributed on the dates as deposed 
to by the witnesses examined by ihe petitioner. The 
petitioner himself has not been able to say anything 
about their distribution and this kind, of evidence 
produced by the petitioner not only falls short of the 
standard of proof but the evidence led by the peti- 
tioner has no evidendary value to prove a charge of 
bribery. 

103. Shri P. L. Dube, learned counsel for the peti- 
tioner has invited my attention to Ex.s P-2 and P-126, 
both of 20th February 1971 to suggest that these two 
documents showed that they were on the cover like 
the one which is on Ex, P-14. This by itself, and 
without more, does not prove that the exercise books 
as alleged by the petitioner, were got printed and dis- 
tributed in the manner alleged. The petitioner has 
absolutely failed to prove the allegation of bribery 
and this issue, therefore, is decided in favour of tho 
respondents and against the petitioner. 

104. Issue No. 2(b). — This issue has been decided by 
me vide my Order dated 15th October 1971, 

105. Issue No, 3.— This issue relates to limitation 
and it has been decided vide my Order dated 15th 
October 1971, separately. 


106, Issue No. 4.— The petitioner having failed to 
prove both the issues (Nos. 1 and 2), he is not entitled 
lo any relief. 

107. In the result, this petition is dismissed with 
costs. There shall be two sets ol counsel fee, for the 
respondent No. 1 — -Rs. 600 and for the respondent No. 
2 Rs, 100, This amount shall be deductable from the 
security amount deposited by the petitioner. The 
balance of the amount he refunded after obtaining the 
receipt. 

(Sd.) SURAJBHAN, 
Judge. 

27-4-1972 

Annexuhe 

Election Petition No. 4 of 1971 
Vs. 

Rajmata Vljaya Raje Scindia and another 
Ramsewak 

Order 

Issue No. 3 

(on preliminary issues 1(b), 2(b) and (3i) 

It Is not in dispute that the result of the election 
was declared by the returning officer in this case on 
11th March, 1971. The election petition was filed on 
26th April, 1971. The respondent No. 1 in para 8 of 
her written statement has said that the petition filed 
by the petitioner is not within time. 

2. Chapter V of the Representation of the People 

Act, 1951 (here-in-after called the Act) deals with 
the counting of votes. S.66 deals with the declara- 
tion of the result and S.67-A says that for the pur- 
poses of this Act. the date on which a candidate is 
declared by the returning officer under the provisions 
of S,53 or S.66 to bo elected to the House of the Parlia- 
ment shall be (he date of election of that candi- 

date. S.81 of the Act prescribes the period of 45 days 
for filing the election petition either by the candidate 
or any elector from the date of the election of the re- 
turned candidate. 

3. 25th of April, 1971 was a Sunday and the peti- 
tion in this rase was filed by the petitioner on the 
26th April, 1971. Thus, it is clearly within time, and 
the learned counsel for the respondent No. 1 has not 
been able to show as to how this petition was not with- 
in time. The objection raised on this ground is 
apparently groundless, and hence this issue is decided 
In favour of the petitioner. 

Issue No. 1(b).. 

4. The petitioner in para 10 of his petition has alleged 
that the respondent No, 1 and her election agents 
had incurred or had authorised expenditure in connec- 
tion with her election, between the dates 27th Jan- 
uary, 1971 and 11th March, 1971, in contravention of 
S.77 of the Act. i.e. she exceeded the prescribed limit, 
which was Rs. 35,000/- in this case, under S.77(3) of 
the Act, read with rule 90 of the Conduct of Election 
Rules, 1961, (herc-in-after called the rules), and thus 
she is guilty of corrupt practice under S. 123(6) of 
the Act. 

5. In para 10- A Cl) of the election petition, the peti- 
tioner has dealt with the use of 4 helicopters. It is 
alleged that they were used for the purposes of elec- 
tion by the respondent No. 1 herself as also by her 
election agent and that the expenditure on that acco- 
unt has not been included In the return of Election 
Expenses. He has given the places visited by the res- 
pondent alongwith the dates by helicopters, and the 
election expenses are said to be to the extent of Rs. 
70.000/-. In para 10-A(l)(b) names of places visited 
by respondent No. 2 along with the dates are gjven, 
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and so also by ber elcrtion agent, in connection with 
her election, in para 10-A(1) (c) it is said that Maha- 
raja Scindia, son of respondent No, 1, visited the 
places on the dates Mentioned In the said para, with the 
consent of respondent No. 1 , in connection with her 
election, and similar is the case in para 10-A(l)(d). 

6. Shri K. A. Chitale, the learned counsel for the 
respondent No. 1, has invited my attention to para 10 
and 10-A(1) of the written statement of the respon- 
dent No. 1, and stressed that the allegation in ques- 
tion lacks in material particulars, as neither the num- 
bers of Helicopters in ques'ion have been given nor 
their owner has been named, nor it is shown who had 
chartered them and on what dates, and in the absonca 
of such important particulars, the allegation cannot 
be enquired into. He further invited my attention to 
para 10-A (S)(c) of the petition also, and argued 
that the allegations therein are only inferential and 
conjectural and so they cannot constitute a definite 
allegation of facts, and in support, he relied on the 
rulings in R. M. Seshadri V, G. Vasantha Pai and 
others (A.I.R. 1969 S.C, 692), Samant N. Balakrishna, 
etc. v. George Fernandez and other etc. (A.I.R. 1969 
S.C, 1201), Ram Dayal v, Brijraj Singh and others 
(A.I.R. 1970 S.C. 110), Smt. Sarla Devi W/o Dwarka- 
prasad v. Birendrasingh S/o Beni Singh and others 
(A.I.R. 1961 IM.P. 127) and ^alwant Singh v. Lakxhmi 
Narain (1962 Doabia’s Election Cases, 77). 

7. Shri P. L. Dubey, the learned counsel for the 
etitioner. on the other hand, urged that the petitioner 
as very clearly said that 4 helicopters were used by 

respondent No. 1 for the purposes of her election. The 
places she visited with dates arc also given. The 
corrupt practice pleaded is that of incurring or autho- 
rising to incur the expenditure during the election 
in contravention of S.77 of the Act, and it has nothing, 
to do with either the hire or of procuring of the heli- 
copters. He, therefore, urged that it was not necessary 
to mention in the election as to who had chartered the 
helicopters in question and other matters agitated by 
the other side, and in support he cited the rulings in 
Kama] Narain v. D. P. Mishra and anr. (1970 M.P. 
L.J, 862) and Shri Kishan v, Sat Narain and ors. 
(1968 Doabia’s Election Cases, 123). 

8. On giving my careful consideration to the conten- 
tions raised before me by the learned counsel on both 
sides, I am of the view that the paragraphs in ques- 
(ion cannot be said to be lacking In material particu- 
lars, so far as the decision of this issue is concerned. 

9. At the very outset, I must say that S.123(6) pres- 
cribes incurring or authorising to incur expenditure in 
connection with the election in contravention of S.77 
of the Act, amounts to a corrupt practice, S.77 of the 
Act deals with the account of election expenses, and 
about the maximum limit prescribed therefor Sub- 
section (3) of this section also says that the total of 
the said expenditure shall not. exceed suc-h amount as 
may be prescribed, which is Rs. 35,000/- in the instant 
case, and sub-section (1) says that the candidate at 
the election, cither by himself or by his election agent, 
shall keep separate and correct accounts of all expen- 
ses incurred in connection w'th the election, whether 
incurred by self or authorised by him or by his elec- 
tion agent, between the dates of the publication of 
the notification calling the election and the date of 
declaration of the result thereof (both days inclusive). 
S.83 deals with the contents of the eled.ion petition. 
S.83 (1 ) ( h) provides that an election petition shall set 
forth full particulars of any corrupt practice that the 
petitioner alleges, including as full a statement as 
possible, of the names of the parties alleged to have 
committed such corrupt practice and the 1 date and 
the place of the Commission of such corrupt practice 
etc. 

10. So, from the language used, it is quite clear that 
this provision of law requires the setting for th of full 


particulars of corrupt practice and specially it men- 
tions at least three particulars must be given viz, the 
names of parties alleged to have committed the corrupt 
practice, the dates when such corrupt practice is said 
to have been committed and also the place of the com- 
mission of such corrupt practice. It is true that in 
stating the material facts, if the words of the section 
are marely quoted, the efficacy of the words ‘material 
facts’ would be lost, us Their Lordships of the Supreme 
Court have observed in Samant N, Balakrishna etc. 
i\ George Fernandez und others (A.I.R. 1968 S.C: 1201). 
It is also equally true that the allegation of corrupt 
practice should be given with sufficient fullness andl 
clarification, so that the opposite party may fairly 
meet the same as these are quasi criminal proceedings: 
and the standard of proof required is that which should 1 
be beyond a reasonable about as is required in criminal 
offences. Otherwise, without the material particulars', 
the enquiry will only be rambling and a roving one' 
which S.83 of the Act protects. 

1 1 . As aforesaid, the corrupt practice alleged by the 
petitioner against the respondent No, 1, Is that of 
having incurred or having authorised the expenditure 
in connection with her election in contravention of 
S.77 of the Act. It is not a corrupt practice under 
S.123(5) of the Act. In cases of corrupt practice under 
S.123(5), as reported in Balwant Singh v. Lakshmi 
Narain (1962 Doabia’s Election cases, 77). Their 
Lordships of the Supreme Court have explained that 
this corrupt practice consists in the fact of hiring or 
procuring of vehicles for the conveyance of 
voters and not the contract of hiring or procuring. 
Thus if the particulars about the use of a vehicle for 
conveying voters to and from the polling stations with 
'he other necessary details arc given, Their Lordships 
held that it was sufficient compliance with the provi- 
sions of law, and it was not necessary to give any 
more details, such as contract of hiring or arrange- 
ment for procuring. 

12. In the instant case, the petitioner has mentioned 
that four helicopters were taken on hire. In para 
10-A(3)(c) it is further mentioned that they were 
hired or procured by respondent No. 1, and the Bhar- 
tiya Jan Sangh party or Shri Shejwalkar had nothing 
to do with those helicopters. It mention the places 
as also gives the dates of visit at those places of res- 
pondent No. 1, his election agent and others, which 
was gone with her consent. It also mentioned the 
amount or expenditure incurred in connection with 
such visits. It is also mentioned that the said heli- 
copters were used for election purposes. Both the 
respondents have, however, denied this allegation and 
the expenditure said to be incurred in regard to them. 
Their contention is that in reality it was the Bhartiya 
Jan Sangh, a political party, who had used them for 
the purpose of their party propaganda, and they were 
not used by the respondents any other person with 
their consent 

13. In my view, the corrupt practice pleaded; gives 
all the material particulars as are required by S.83 
of the Act, and it W'as not necessary for the petitioner 
to add who had chartered those helicopters or who 
was their owner, although the petitioner has alleged 
that they v'“rc hired by the respondent No. 1 1. there- 
fore, hold that th? allegation in the election petition 
regarding the helicopters does not lack in material 
particulars. 

14 Para 10-A(4) of the election petition deals with 
the use of 35 motor-cars by the respondent No. 1 in 
connection with her election or about their use by her 
election agent, and the expenditure on that account, 
incurred or authorised by her, amounting to 
Rs. 22,000 has not been included in the return of the 
election expenses. 

15. Shri Chitale contended that the petitioner has 
given the numbers of only 11 vehicles, and sp also 
about their type, and the names of the owners. Re- 
garding the rest, no such particulars have been given, 
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18, Shri Dube for the petitioner has agreed rn the 
point. He says ho would confine this allegation only 
regarding the 11 vehicles with regard to winch the 
aforesaid particulars have already been given, and 
leave the rest out of account. 

17. In the circumstances, it is ordered that the peti- 
tioner shall not be allowed to lead evidence in the 
matters of vehicles of which particulars are wanting, 
but he shall confine his evidence only in regard to 
those 1 1 vehicles of which particulars are on record. 

18. Since now the allegation in question Is confine 
only to 11 vehicles, the petitioner shall, if he so desires, 
make the corresponding amendment in respect of the 
amount of Rs, 22,000/-, which pertained to 35 vehicles, 
as shown in para 10-A(1) (iv). This amendment, if he 
so choses, shall be carried out within ten day3. 


a ways prayed for time on each date and have been 
already allowed time on three occasions. From 2fith 
.June 1072 the case was adjourned to 28th June 1972, 
and from the date to 3rd July, 1972. On 3rd July, 1972, 
on the prayer made for adjournment, the case was 
?, dj ° u , l 7 1 fd to today but a warning was administered 
mat if the petitioners defaulted on the next date, law 
win lake its own course. To day also the petitioners 
are not ready with the case and have prayed for time. 
I he only conclusion that I can draw is that the prayer 
is unjust and the petitioners are adopting dilatory 
uieiics and are not serious to prosecute the case and 
intend merely to delay the disposal. Prayer for time, 
f‘ s accordingly, rejected, and the counsel appearing on 
petitioners are asked to proceed with the 
case. Thev express their inability and submit that they 
have no further instruction in the matter. 


19. This issue is therefore answered accordingly. 
Issue 2(b) 

20. This issue deals with an allegation of the peti- 
tioner made in para 10-A(5) read with para 11 or the 
election petition. According to the petitioner it is 
bribery, and is covered by S. 123(1) of the Act. 

21. In para 11, the petitioner has mentioned 5 names 
of persons who are said to have distributed about 
50,000 exercise books, and has also given the places 
and the dates when this was done. 

22. Shri Dube has agreed that he would confine this 
allegation of bribery, only so far as it relates to the 
five persons named in the petition as the distributors, 
and about which the places arc mentioned and the 
dates are also shown. In the circumstances it is not 
now necessary to supply any more particulars, as the 
material particulars in regard to the allegation to which 
Shri Dube will now confine are already there. 

23. This issue is answered accordingly, 

(Sd.) SURAJBHAN. 
Judge 
15-10-71. 

[No, 82/MP/4/71.] 


3. Section 80(7) of the Representation of the People 
Act, 19I>1 enjoins upon the High Court to make an 
endeavour to conclude the trial within six months from 
0, i wh j c h the election petition is presented to 
the Hipjh Court for trial. The election petition was 
presented on ths 26th April, 1971, and today Is the 6th 
July, 197^. Despite clear direction for the hearing of 
the case and repeated adjournments, the petitioners are 
not prepared to prosecute the case. It follows from the 
case of Sawalia Bihari hall Verma v. Trlblkram Deo 
Narain Singh and others (A.I.R. 1905 Patna 378) that 
the election petition can be dismissed for default in a 
situation like this. 


4. In the resu't the election petition is dismissed for 
default, but in the circumstances of the case no order 
for cost Is made. 


Let a substance of the above decision be com- 
municated Immediately to the Election Commission and 
the Speaker of Lok Sabba and thereafter send an 
authenticated copy of the decision to the Election Com- 
mission. 


Sd./- J. Narain 
[No. 82/BR/6/71.] 


New Delhi, the 29 th July 1972 

S.O. 2693. — In pursuance of section 100 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, the Election Com- 
mission hereby publishes the Order dated the 6th July, 
1972 by the High Court of Judicature at Patna in 
Election Petition No, 6 of 1971. 

Election Petition No. 6 of 1971 

Sri Nartndra Bahadur Cinha & another— Petitioner 

Versus 

Sri Ramdeo Singh. — Opposite Party. 

Respondents are ready. Today again an oral prayer 
has been made on behalf of the petitioners for time. 
It seems to me that the petitioners are not serious in 
prosecuting the election petition. This will appear from 
the following facts: — 

2. The election petition was filed so far back as on 
the 26th April, 1971 and It was admitted on the 13th 
May, 1971, and issues were settled on the 15th Novem- 
ber" 1971. On the 9th December, 1971, an order was 
passed for summoning witnesses. On the 4th May, 
1972 the case was ordered to be put up after seven 
davs for fixing a date for hearing. From the 15th Mav 
1972, the matter was adjourned to the 17th May 1972. 
On the 17t.h May, 1972, it was ordered that the hearing 
of the case wi'l commence from the 26th June, 1 972 
that when the High Court is reopened after th? summer 
vacation, and it was directed that the witnesses will 
be examined at the rate of five per day from the 2Gth 
June, 1972. Since 2flth June, 1972, the petitioners have 


New .Delhi, the 16 th August 1972 

S.O. 2694.— In pursuance of the provisions contained 
in sub-section (,'i) of Section 13AA of the Representa- 
tion of the People Act, 1950, and in supersession of its 
notification No. 508/KL/69, dated the 29th September, 
1969, the Election Commission, in consultation with the 
State Government, hereby designates the District Col- 
lector of each of the Districts in the State of Kerala as 
the District Election Officer of the District of which he 
is the District Collector. 

[No. 508/KL/72.] 
1 6 IHTfcf. 19 72 

ITRo sfto. 2694. — Pftr srRrRrRjrH, 1950 # 
HTH 1 3TT THHTTT ( 1 ) if vjKfRpH % srtrtot 

Sr Th Tort tRrjhht Ho 508 /%th/ 69 , Hhtr 29 

RfdHL 1 96 9 TTl fqcrfrH TTHTH, 

HTTTZ % TTHst ?T, TH TT^T % fWf qr 
HfiRp RhHT THTTT TH Rt% % Rjn^ fsfHTT fjpqj 
THHET Rtf >?ii Rth'N'1 HTRehT T ft Jr HqT- 

Rrf^H thht t 1 


5 0 s/Tth/ 7 2 ] 
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ORDERS 


New Delhi, the 8th June 1972 

S.O 2895.— Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Gopal, 89, Senoor Colony, Katpadi, 
Senoor Post, Gudivatham Taluk, North Arcot District, 
Tamil Nadu, a contesting candidate or election to the 
House of the People from 6- Veil ore Par] lament try 
Constituency, held in March, 1C71 failed to lodge 
an account of his election expense§*®| all as required 
by the Representation of the Pej^^ Act, 1951, and 
the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas, the said candidate even after due 
notice has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure; 

And whereas, the Election Commission is further 
satisfied that he has no good reason or justification 
for the failure; 


Now, therefore in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Gopal to be disqualified for being chosen as, 
and for being, a member of either House of Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council 
of a State for a period of three years from the date 


of this order. 


[No. TN-HP/6/71(l).] 




fit fecHT, 8 Ffi 1972 

itRo sfto 26 95. — fifi: ffifitfifi TEFIF firr fiTTOTfir gr 
FFT I f#T FT#, 1 97 1 T# ftT HFT % ffiFfFfi % f#V 6- 
tfitc tfifpr ffiqfqfi SHF Jr HfiTfi FT# FT# HWrfcFTT Ft 
TfrqTH, 89-RJT7 TTHtfiT, TTo #HT, HJ#FT<pT 

cTTvT^r, ffiHT HF# Fpfe, HIT TffiffifsRfi qf#f#FF, 1951 
wr fifiTU qrr fqqqf FqfSTF FT# ffiFTHfi 

stpfr ft q#f Ft qmt # fhwh ; 

HP, FH:, -3FH HT-FtFHTT #, -3% *HF+ f#F did 
qr Ft, Tnqt hf Hw-tfir % fair qrlf qrmr ?mr *wt- 
TTHfiff tFFT | ; 


whereas, the said candidate, even after due 
notices has not given any reason or explanation for the 
failure; and the Commission is further satisfied that 
he has no justification for this failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 

cu ■ t E! , cc J ion Commission hereby declares tne 
said Shri Jugal^ Kisnore to be disqualified fo r being 
cnosen as, and ror being, a member of either House 
?/, Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis- 

fr^ e u °f f, ® ta * e for a period of three years 

from the date of this order. 

[No. RJ-HP/23/71.] 
fif fFTcft, 1 3 FF, 1972 


2696.— FT: ffiHfaq HTFtH TH HETHTH ^ W 
FT#, 1971 H FtP HFT % frfi# ffiFTHH 
^ fHCr 23 HTHTT HHTTF ffiFTTfi-HH % HfiTF Hf# 
FT# FWftFFTT M# FFF (FIFTH q-grp; qq T 
F^FTHT, FIFTH #t?FTFT, fFHT FPftT, (tRHTR), 
q-ffiffiffiefi HfaffiFF, 1951 HFT HFsftF 
fififtr fin ffiipfflTTT HTfiTH FT# ffiFTHH oqqt FT F#f 

hit Trfgrr tt# f fhfh t? | ; 


, HH:, HFF F«TtlHR #, HH HJ-F'T. HfifiT f#IT 
FT #1, iPTfil 'pH HHFJHFT t fam qq-nq jpqqi 

HPHtimr ^ ^ t wr ffiSTJarfi- ffttf ft q^r 

HI FFTHTH fit HFT I f% HH% FTH SH FHFHHT % fa# 
TFHF FTVT qi ?qTq#farF fiff | ; 


Vfi:, HF, HIT HfaffiFF q# q T TT 10 -T F HfiHTF F 
ffiFTFF FTTlfi PTlaTTl HPT HI HFH fpwtp PT FFH 
fpHT 'FT FTfi % qq fpfiT TfSF TT fqRTfi HFT 5TFFT 
fqsTTfi tThr- % qqpr ft# ^t# % f^iT, hh ?ntw 
F# fiK#]? H Rffi q# q?r PMIqla % f#q ffirf^fi Trt'TcT 
pprr 1 1 

[Ho TTFo #To H a/ 23/ 7 l] 


tfrr, qq;, tfiqTfifi FTFIF TT q? FT FFTHTfi ft FFT | fp 
HF% TTF TT FFTTRiT % f^lT Ptf qqfuq fiTTF FT ?qTqt- 

fq?q Ffr | ! 

qq:, m, HPT Ffsrffiqq pi am top % ffftf f 

ffiTTHfi FTTlq TT7TKT HPT Ft FTTR' PT FFT % f%FT Ft 
FPfi % qT fpHf TGF % fqqiF HHT FF T fFTTfi fHcFF % 
F5FF F# FT# FtT ft# % fnir ffi FT#F Pt FiTtF # eftfi F# 
q# PTHTFftr % f#q ffi\%r q.fqT qmrr | i 

[To TfTHHTf-HioFo «/ 7 ! (l)] 

New Delhi, the 13 th June 1972 

S.O, 2696. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Jugal Kishore, Post Office and Vill- 
age Maulasar, Tehsil Didwana, District Nagaur (Rajas 
than) a contesting candidate for election to the House 
of the People from 23-Nagar Parliamentary Consti- 
tuency, held in March, 1971, has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules 
made thereunder; 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 1972 

/?•[?• 26B7.~— Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Jayarama Gounaer, Thulhiappattu 
Adukambarai Post, Vellore Taluk, North Arcit Dist- 
rict. Tamil Nadu a contesting candidate for election to 
the Legislative Assembly from 39, Kaniyambadi assem- 
bly, constituency, held in March, 1971 has failed to 
lodge an account of his election expenses at all as 
required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas, the said candidate even after the due 
notice has not given any reason or explanation for the 
failure; 

And whereas the Election Commission is further 
satisfied that he has no good reason or justification for 
the failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10 A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Jayarama Gounder to be disqualified for 
being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. TN-LA/39/71 (2) .] 
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fit 14 1972 

iT^fo 4to 2 69 7. — ITT:, Pprffifi' TTTHlH TH HfiTHTH 

tftw | 1% ht4, 1971 4 f4w w % PetItth 
% Plcj w Pprm-^sr 4 hhtl 

ltt4 lP 4 •Twrt^p: 4r wrrrrm ifiir gpqriryu 
-"JfTVWrnf HILL, #P?TC HTLTr, fiTH H7H? fLWT, 
dffRHTf, Hf=rf4fw HftrPm, 1 os i w 

Wj%H LHTH Lb fiml HRT HHT TltfSTH TJH4 PtlIhh 
% r * 

■ Hqf TH 74f Tfr %HT TTpIN TH# 4 HEW ^ 4 ; 

tflT, TT, HTcT HTHlWT 4, TH WW gw ^4 HI# 
HT SPEft tT WITT % Pttt ^ TTW ?TW 7T , Hp 
+7VT T-rfl PhLT 4 ; 

44, ITT: f-fTTHfi WET HT Hf HT WHET 4t HHT 
| f% 371% TTH W WOT % fair %tf HT^L THTH fiT 
WftfW Hf4 t ; 

TTcf:, m, H7H HfETpfHH %r HPT 1 0“T % TTHfiTH 
‘4 Pht-Pth hthTh 'TT3lht wt 4; HHrw wwro' 
% Pr^fr 4r hhh % m Ptnfr ttth %r f4w w srw 
Ptw ifw % tct h 4 vr4 44 4r4 % Pth sth hkh t4 
crrffcsr 4 d%r l4 t% wrEiftr % Pro; Puffer htPth tthtt 
t i 

[4o dwrB r f %0 Ho/71 ( 2 )] 

New Delhi, the 15th June 1972 

S.O. 2698. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Saliul Hameed K., 34, Eda Street, 
Saidapet, North Arcot District, Vellore, Tamil Nadu, a 
contesting candidate lor election to the Legislative 
Assembly from 40-Vellore assembly constituency held 
in March, 1971 has failed to lodge an account of his 
election expenses at all as required by the Representa- 
tion of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

And whereas, the said candidate even after the due 
notice has not given any reason or explanation for 
the falure; 

And whereas the Election Commission is further 
satisfied that he has no good reason or justification for 
the failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Sahul Hamccd K. to be disqualified for 
being chosen as, and for being, a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
or Legislative Council of a State for period of three 
years from the date of this order, 

[ No. TN-LA/40/71 (3).] 

fit fWt, 15 W 19 72 

rrar- MT? ; 6 98 — W, fPTlVT MlfiTH TH WW 
w | f% tt 4, i97i %T f4w Hvrr % f44 NH % Pth 
40-44fT TOT FtTTHT ML 4 HTTL HL4 LI# ETJftWT 
#T %°, 34-hst rfrz, #tt4l, 44tr, Pllt 371 # 


Hrilc, rif4 f -H I s , EfTT LpiPiPpL Trf4PPPL 1951 dHT 

Hstflfi' q'fi'iL HH Pi 4 4t c H I LpTfsTvT 5 Tt4 Pi din q 
5WT TH 4r 7PIT Tt 4 4 tTTIETr 7L ¥,_ ; 

W, 3TT TFifiWT 4, ^4 TTtLT gwf%4 

T7 4f, ^pfl" IPT UTOtTT % Prnr TR°T 7TW 

rqrstdR 0 ! d?fT Pt4l ^ J 

?frr qrf:, PfdfLL VTPT LT LL 4f WTaPT fl W | 
PfT THE TT’ff ?7f LTEW % Prp %rf T4f‘H TITN LT 

wfrfw fifr 

m., m, 3LL Tf4Pm %r tnrr 1 o-t % ?iY R:,,r 
4 Pt4ll tttlPt ger^SKT «ft frrp- ^4te %» %r 4fpr 
% f%4r #r TET % LT f%4t TfvL %T FdW ffTT HW F4w 
tPcit % htpi vr4 tfri %r4 % Ptl, mzvr %r Lrcrv 
4 4Pr l 4 %r tpttlRt % Pt^ f4rf|d 4tf4fr tot t i 

[4o q-pTHTTf-fLo Ho/ 4 0/7 1 ( 3) J 

New Delhi, the 16 th June 1972 

SO. 2699. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri P. V. Abraham, Palakkat, South 
Marady Post Office, Muvattupuzha, Kerala, a contest- 
ing candidate for mid-term Election to the Kerala 
Legislative Assembly held in 1970 from 70-Muvattu- 
uzha constituency has failed to lodge an account of 
is election expenses at all as required by the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices, has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission is further 
satisfied that he has no good reason or justification 
for the failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri P, V. Abraham to be disqualified for being 
chosen as, and for being, a member of either House 
of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis- 
lative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

TNo. KL-L A/74/70.] 
fit f4c4t, lfiLfi., 1972 

tTHo Hlo 26 99. — Lfi:, Pntdfi' HTHtfi TH HfiTUTfi' 
4r W t f% 1 9 7 0 4 fT %PT Pwfi- HHT % f4p ffi-TlLH % 

Ppr 7 0~H7THL.fr Pr%fLfi #L 4 HfiTL HVfi 47# 
fiTtftWT #r l fV Lto HLTf H, TILTH, *7TPT TPIT 
Tto HTo 4L%^tJLfr, %TL LfL lPtPtRpl TfPrPrLH, 
19 51 LTT dfSTlfi TfiTfi fi4 PfTfif 3TTJ LfiT h4%L TIT# 
PrtffiH 5Wf Tfi TTlt '4r %'3T LrPLL 4 TTTW t4 4 ; 

4\X, LH:, VfT Hfftwr 4 V4 HCTP HWh fdT 3 It4 

7T 4t, Till Tf9'tvldl % Prg %1$ - +K U I TPT4T 
'T$t fLLr ?tVt ffiLfLH TPfBr TH HL HHTSJ K fT HfiT | f% 
7fT% TTH HHTHPTT % Ptt T%f TTSEH THTW TpLLT 
fiff 4 ; 
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TTT:, SET, TTT VPypTTfi # 9TTT 1 0-T % SFJfiTN 
Jr fT#TT q-nfET tTTTaTTT TPT ’-ft •ft" <d° SWiifT fid 
dfir % fdrd vfr q’tfr % tt (did tttt qd fqwr RVT 
%mt faerrr qfdn? d mw vid nLc idd % fd^ 
sndur qd arNdar d ddr yd qd tftttRi % fdnf fd^diT ytfdr 
ft i 

[tfo ^T-fTo-^To / 7 4^ 7 o] 

iVeiu Delhi, the 22nd June 1072 

SO 2700— Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Hckc Changdeo Balvant, Wari, Tal. 
Kopargaon (Maharashtra), a contesting candidate fox' 
election held in March, 1971 to the House of the People 
from 37-Kopargaon constituency, has failed to lodge 
an account of his election expenses as required by th“ 
Representation of the People Act, 1051, and the Rules 
made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices, has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 
failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Teke Changdeo Balvant to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. MT-HP/37/71 (9) .1 

22 'SJTT, 1972 

(TRo wto 2700. — try: Pifildu wi*Tbi fiT ufiiyR 
JTmft; fd, 19 72iffCrwfa'T 1 RT^ PHt'Hd dfdrr 37*8^- 
iffa sfcf d ^piT tffd TTH ‘5ft t% 

ypd RTH qdmfy, WTTP^, NfaT vfdfdftRy 
srftrpRHT, 1951 fPTT ILreftT WIT W fdvdt ?1TT sdfsFTfi 
jjqd Pdqdq fi sqiff W qdt ?d dwt Trfer qrrd d 
5PTRT 7% ft ; 

'rf[T , qrr:’ TtrfFtTTT % RHTfiT ' Jfafiiu' 

ftd 'Tld 9T dt, tFFd tPWTTT % fav qdf TfiTN 
jqqTT pi^TfTTTjf rr$r fdrr ft ; trt fdVNv wBllfi fiT 
q^dt RRTlHT fd fiTT ft f% TR% fiTR RTTHfiT % ftpr 
T#fT TT7N qp WJIAflfacH filff ft, 

tRf: RR 7W Rfdfdvfi qd STH 1 0-T % iidfi 1 u| d 
far’RT WTddf rr^iKI TW TTfiftT 

qd RRT % dt TTT % T1 fddV TFJJT qd fftSTET ififi 
irqqi Htyid Rd sird dftr ytd % fdv 

5Tr qd diftw d ddr yd qd •McimPtr % fdv fdrfftR 

dtfacT qTPfiT ft I 

[d° R^To— hW°/37-72( 9)] 

New Delhi, the 1th July 1972 

S.O 2701,— Whereas the Election' Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Mohan Behera, Village Suvani, Post 


Office Keuta Suvani. District Ganjam, Oriss State, a 
contesting candidate for election to the Orissa Legis- 
lative Assembly from Dura CSC) constituency has 
failed to lodge an account of his election expenses 
within time and in the manner required by the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951, and the rules made 
thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices, has not given anv reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 
failure; 

Now. therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election- Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Mohan Behera, to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for being a member of either House 
of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis- 
lative Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order 

[No. OR-LA/70/71.] 
fif fcccfl, 7 5J/TT$, 1 972 

n[To ?fTo 2 701 . — tt: WNft srrrPr tt rttvft 
id fin ft far Iwft w % fan; frdw % f*nr th 
(STo TTo) fv#PT efor d fn? Tld TwfTTTR kjjr 
RtST ^TRT, U lb •fid I 'pi , IPPNFTf dftm fid I'Pl , fTHT 
T73TPT, TftfiT, HlT fi-fftrfTPyrT 1951 fPTT 

tfPT TTld fid 3TTT lldfpTcT W % fFTf flfd 

d ?md ffidhr sipff tt dw TTfer Tr?d t vfiT-H ^ ft ; 

dftT, JTfft TTT TnfdPTR d Td ^11 dd dr 
TTfiTH Nfi'bfidl d fdv ddf TTPT Wtr fiFkddi'lvi 
fiftf Rhtt | ; ?flr fddfiT rndPr vr w ift fidiyid firr 
ft fdr TPT v* % fan; ddf firdr dfiTT m 

?rndfdisi ft ; 

vt : j T i Nfdfdnr dd sm i o—t % ’d-iq /yi 

d fddf^r tttPt fid th <i to «fd dfeT tlc Lt 
dr *r?df d d fddt vft rtt % tt fdrd tpst qd fdmr 
WT *tmi fdtJFT Tfdre % rtpt Td Tid srk fttd % fdir, 
w ?ndw qd TTfNr d fdr qrd # wr# % fdv fdrfftr 
dddfi TTTT ft I 

[do TflRT-fdo fio/7 0/7l] 

New Delhi, the 11th July 1972 

S.O, 2702. — Whereas the Election Commission is satis- 
fied that Shri M. Kariyan. Thirunelly Amsom, 
Thrissileri Desom, P.O. Thrisseleri Via. Kattikulam 
a contesting candidate for general election to the 
Kerala Legislative Assembly from 14-North Wynad 
constituency held in 1970 has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses at all as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules 
made thereunder; 

And Whereas, the said candidate even after the due 
notice has not given any roason or explanation for the 
failure and the Election Commission is further satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for the 
failure. 

Now, Therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
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slid Shri M. Karivan to be disqualiged for being 
chosen as. and for being, a member of either Houjie 
of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. KL- LA/14/70.1 
Tf fSFtft, 11 mnf, 1972 
tTT° 37t° 2 702. — TT, pHTfap TFTTt PT TTRFT 
itTpprlffr 1 97 0 Pt %TP pTSTT TTT % fptT fPTTFP 
% fTTT 1 4-TTT TTfTTf fWFFT STL ?T TTTT TTT 
TnftcfTTT ssft trrro pfyTTT, fap^5Tt TTTtT, PppTkTf 
ttTtT, Tk TTo faP(T%Pt TT7T pftjTT, TtP HfdfdfsTcT 
PpsrpFFT, 1951 Tap cTrifR PTR T7 fdTTf TPT T^fSFT 
?TPf fdTFFT Wit PT ptf TTT Tt TipTF PFT it TTPT 
T| t I 

«ffa, TT: TPT TRftT^TT ?T TFTP TJTTT 7T 
*ft f T 5TTP?RTT % pTf Tl| PTTT TFTIT PTTtTTT Tff 

f?rr |; Tk mkr pt Tf Tt ttttft ft ttt t 

fp TTT% 7TT f T PTPTTT % fptT ptf TTfal PT77T ITT 

FTTiftfaFr -if i t ; 

3RT: m, 3PT TpSffTRT pt TT7T 10-^% TTTPP 
it fTTfTT TTTTFT qT^RT TTcT T1 trifo ppRTTT Pt THP % 

*t<ff TTdt ir T pp/fr «ft TFT % TT Ppfft PER Pt fasTFT 

TTT IT TIT flffP Tf/TT % TSPT TT PTf Ilk ft% % 
fkf, ?T TTT^TT Pi PKiT % =ftd IT Pt PTHFlfT % fTt* 
falffT TtfTT P7TT | I 

[To %P5f— fWo/ 14 / 70 ] 

New Delhi, the 21 st July 1972 

S.O. 2703. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Navlakha Bansikumar Manikchand, 
52/54, Babu Bnuvan, Veer Vitnaldas Chandan Street, 
Vadgadi, Bombay-3, a contesting candidate for election 
held in March. 1971 to the House of the People from 
4-Bomoay South constituency, has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses in the manner required 
by the Representation of People Act, 1951, and the 
Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices, has not given any reason or explana.ion for 
the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 
faiiure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act. the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Navlakha Bansikumar Manikchand to be dis- 
qualified for being chosen as, and for being, a member 
of either House of Parliament or of the Legislative 
Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period 
of three years from the date of this order. 

[No. MT -HP/ 4/71(10).] 
f^fr, 21 PTTf, 1972 

<[To Plo 2703- — -TT: ffTlTT UTITP PT TTTSTFT 
ft TIT t Pp HTT , 1 9 7 1 P> f TtP TTT % fptT frpklT 
p I f [ 4-7E77 TpiTT f TTITT HP T PTR Tpit TTT TFfk- 
WH kt TIT^T ^sftfTTT TTpdPNR, 5 2 / 5 4, TTf TPT, Tk 


pTTSPTTT TRT Pffe, TTTTfl, Itpf- 3 . ktp 
TferPTqT, 1 9 5 1 T«rr ?R;tfrT TqTP Tr fHTTt ?1/T TfqpT'T 
ftfT % TTt fHTtvT ^FTT TT Trf%T TPl it WH 
f 1 

ifrz, Tfl: 3TT T^ft^TTT % Trqr ^TTT TT 
Tt IT TTTrTTT % fT^ Ttf TTTT mm PP^tTTT Tft f?TT 
TH fHTTTT TTRlT TT Tf *ft ThTHIH ft 1RT f, Pt HHT 
TTT m TTPTTTT f^TCT TPT tp ?qpftfTclT Tft | ; 

m: m, Tfrf TftifTm Pr srrrr 1 o-t % ?rfT7T ir 
farfaT TTPftir 7TT3TH 7TT Hi hTTOT 'IF7ftTPT T 
TTTHT P fm TTpf if if fapift Ht TTT ^ TT 
fTTt TUT TT f^HR THT mm f^STR TpTf T TTPT TH 
tr ftf % fro;, w Pt ttPt q pin t? Pt 

TrHrTpT % fT7 pT7ffP Htrqq T’rTf | I 

[To TfTo-#r-To/4/7l( 10)3 

New Delhi, the. 26th July 1972 

S.O. 2704. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Sabna Dehri, R/o Village Amir Tola, 
P.O. Amrapara, District Santhal Parganas (Bihar) who 
was a contesting candidate for general election to the 
House of the People from 24-Rajmahal (ST) Parlia- 
mentary Constituency held in March, 1971 has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses as required 
by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the 
Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices, has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 

failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Sabna Dehri to be disqualified for being 
chosen as and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla- 
tive Council of a State for a period of three years from 
the date of this order. 

|No. BR-HP/24/71 1 1) • i 
TffTRT. 28 TTTf, 19 72 

•3 

TTo tff 3 2 7 0 4— T7 : fdTrTd TTTT'T TT THRIFT fT 
’FIT | ftp TTT, 1 9 7 1 T f 7 TtP THT % PvR PnlTT % pT7 

24 -TTSrTfT (Wo HT° ) fqqfqr m ir TjTFT Tfif HTH 

TITHTR '4l TTTTT T/'T f-TTTTf TFT mp Tf TT, 7>o TTo 
TTHTTPT, fm TTTT-TrJFTT (pTfR) FTP TpdpTpTrq 
TpJpTTT, 1951 TTr TT’JfT T-TTF tr fqqqf jttt pqfjTV 

ttt fTT?pr mft pr p'rf tfr h m ttPtt pt% ir mm 

7?' % ; 

Tk, HP: PPT 'FTTPR it FT TRP xjvpp m TT PI 
srrft TTPTTT % fP7 Pit PTTT TTTT PFTfPT 0 ! Tff 

fmm tit PttTpt trrfrT pt m t> thrift ft tpt | 

fp TT^ TFT fT STTPTTT % PpT PTf TT'Fl PTTP TT RTft- 

fmr Tff % . 
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tot; to?, tor fifjfRR ^ trm io-t % srtotot 
Jr Trir srnfFfr tor toto? 

% ?>?f TORf ^ % fTOfr fit TOR% rofTOTt TOR grt fasTR 
TOfiT TOfifiT f?TOR fifTOR % TOR? Rif RTir % fror, 

frot, w to^tt spt roJitg Jr eft? r *st TOTORfsr % fro* 

fTOf?? Rtfa? TOT I 1 

[TOo fa^R-TOto €0/24/71 (l)] 


And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
nonces, nas not given any reason or explanation for 
]r e , u e and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 


Now, therefore, m pursuance of section 10A of the 
j^’. ^Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Saheb Ram Marandi to be disqualified for 
being chosen as, and for being, a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
01 Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 


S.O. 2705. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Christopher Oraon, R/o Village 
Natawal, P.O. Bhagi Tola, P.S. Dumri, District Ranchi 
(Bihar) who was a contesting candidate for general 
election to the House of the People from 52-Lohardaga 
Parliamentary Constituency held in March, 1971 has 
failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as 
required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas after considering the representation 
made by the said candidate the Election Commission 
is satisfied that he has no good reason or justification 
for such failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Christopher Oraon to be disqualified^ for being 
chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla- 
tive Council of a State for a period of three years from 
the date of this order. 

[No. BR-HP/52/71(2).| 
fr€o srto 2 705 ,-w. frotfror smftn to totorr ft 
RTtPfnrot, i97i%fq;€Ww%f^ 

% farr 52-HtfTOJTT ffi?TR m % RT? TOTOt TOT TOfit?- 

tot sft totot, toto tortto, ?><> too firvtitTOT, 

arm Rft, fron iM (fyfrc) tTto srffrffiftTR srfsrforo, 

1 9 5 1 rprr to/jV? rr TfiT pnroif irrr TO^fsR frorfR 
to rort fit toot TOfOTr Jr otttoto l| | ; 

sfk, TOT:, TOR TORtRR 3TTT fR TO? TOTOTR' TO 
fTTOT TOTOT % TOTOT, f??TTOT fiTfitfi TO Tf TOfiTSTPT TTO 
| f% TOT% TOT ^T TOTOTiTTO % fat* TOf TOffr? TOTOT TO 
RT^fTO? I, 


TNo. BR-HP/25/71 (8) .] 
TO? fv?«t, 2 9 TOTOTf, 19 72 

T ^"° fit® 2706. — TOT:, fr?fTOT TORtT TO TfiTTO? 
ft *RT t f% 1 97 1 i[ fq; €tT RMT % TTOT RSTlTO ffififR 

% fro* 2 s-vttto fern #? Jr ttot ror^t to% TOTteror 

^ TOTORTfi TOTTnfr, TOT TTOTO?., TU sfto TtfcTTO, frTO 
TO€TO TORT, f^RT srf^PrfSTR vfvffiTT, 1951 
fRT cR^tR TOTTfr ipr ffiroff ITO TOTfSTTO gftf 'fit fr??TOT 
TO JpOT TOfeTO TOTOt Jr TORTO ?| I; 

€tr, TOT: TOR TO'TfifUqTT fsrtT q-^ 

€t V'Rt TOETOTT % %TT qf,f qrrro mm iqrjtfiTOfi 
fifT fen I, srtr fndHd 5fTJfR TO €t RfiTyR ft ?RT 
TTR - fW TOTTORT % fJrq ^Ftf TOrtR TOTO R RFTt- 
iRR €ft t, 

TOT:, SCR, TOiT scrfyftRR Tt VRT 1 0-T % 5RTTTOT 
Jf ^Rtror TOifR TT«rojra ^ «ft Rify tot *rrolt ^t 
€€? % frort €t tor % to froft tor # f?yR wm 
mm ffiHR qfroR % tor irk ft?r %fTOq, ?to 
^? t RttR Jr rftfi r ^t TOHRfsr % fror froffro 

WtfR TOTOT | | 

[TOo fy^TT-TOtoTOo/25/7 1 ( 3 )] 

New Delhi, the 7th August 1972 


TOT:, TO? TOR TOPcrfdTTO TORT 1 0 T TOTVTOT Jf 

f??i?? totmVt rr^nm tor >sfr vtptTttt ?t>? to tor 
% front fit tor % ?t front ttto rot frorR totot mm f?vR 
fiPcLT % to?to rot fik ftt ^ fntr, tot rotro ?t roftn 
Jr fit? ?? fifr TO?r?f? % ffirfp yff?? TORT f 1 

[Too f?5TT-Hto TOto/52/71 (2)] 

New Delhi, the 29 th July 1972 

S.O. 2706. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Saheb Ram Marandi, R/o V.Ilage 
Nayabad, P.O. Motia, District Santhal Parganas (Bihar) 
who was a contesting candidate for general e ection to 
the House of the People from 25-Godda Parliamentary 
Constituency held in March. 1971 has failed to lodge 
an account of his election expenses as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules 
made thereunder; 


S.O. 2707 .—Whereas the E'ection Commission is 
sat-sfied that Shri Sanatan Mallik, At/P.O. Danagadl, 
District Cuttack (Orisra) a contesting candidate for 
election to the Legislative Assembly from 22-Sukinda 
Assembly Constituency, held in March, 1971, has failed 
to lod'je an account of his election expenses as required 
by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the 
Rules made thereunder; 

2. And whereas, the said candidate even after due 
not’ces has not given any reason or examination for 
the failure and the Commission is satisfied *hat he has 
no good reason or justification for such failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said 'Shri Sanatan Mallik to be disqualified for being 
chosen as. and for being, member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla- 
tive Council of a State for a period of three years from 
the data of this order. 


[No. OR-LA/22/71,] 
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R# front, 7 RRTO, 1972 
VRo Rto 2707--RR:, ffiRTRK ^rnTtH - TO THTTSTTH 
RRT £ f% FT#,, 1971 

2 2- RfRTOT TO fRRTTOT STR A AKTR HRA AT?T TOAVRAF 
«ft RdTAA jrfkr, R>° RTo RTATR^t, fRHT TORT (RffaT), 
NTT RfcrfAfsTcA RfsrfRRR, 1951 TAT TOtfEr TTTV Rq 
fwff 3T7T RAT R^fSTcT RR% f^'NpT TORT TO TOf vft 

%7srr Trf%H to^ 4 if rrrth x% f ; 

rV, AT, HTO HnftTOTTT. ft RRTt TREE gWt ferr 

tor to hV ?a rarttott % frq Rilf totot tot iR*£tTO7A 
A$i frorr I sfK frorfror ■crrrfET to rs aatota £t art 

£ fT HR% RTA $A RARTTOTT % TOT Ttf TOFTto - TOWT AT 
■A Ml fAVR AfTT % 


ra:, ra, toto RfafARR am iot % rtjrta 
A fTO^-T RTAtA RTOpTr HTOT «ft qA° TffAH *frt FfTTF ^ 
fTOft ?ft RRR T qT fTnV HTR ^ fOT RAT WT 
faan RfiAq % rtor ^fr Apt Rtr rV t faR 1 $a 

RT^T Tt RTCtRT ft #T Rif d?t TO'TTRftT T f?T0, 5fC%r 
tflPia RTRT £ I 

[Ro AfTOTW-fRo Ro|(230)/3R/70(4)] 
New Delhi, the 11th August 1972 

S.O, 2709. — Whereas the Election Commission Is 
satisfied that Shrl Krishna Kripal Satlar, Golapatl, 
P.O. and District Malda, West Bengal, a contesting 
candidate for election to the House of the People from 
7-Jangimvr Parliamentary Constituency held in 1971 
has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses 
as required by the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 


RR:, !R, RftTfAAA ^ STITT 10-T $T M^TOA 

it ffiRHA RTRtA RTOjnr RTO ssft RATAR AfTOF Tt RAR 

% faFRfr ^ft to $■ hi frofr ttto qft fronT rto aart 
fsrRR qfTTT 3 t RTOA TOT 3TI% Rtl £t^T % fAR, RR 

aft Rrttir it tia Tf ft ttpttOt $ fro* ftrf|rr 

TORT | I 

[ro HfRrr-fTo Ro/ 22 / 71 ] 

S O 2708.— Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri S. Francis, President, Alanvilaloor 
Thalakulam Village, Kanyakumari District a contesting 
candidate for bye-election to the Tamil Nadu Legisla- 
tive Assembly from 230-Colachel Constituency, held on 
24th May, 1970 has failed to lodge an account of his 
election expenses in the manner required by the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made 
thereunder; 


And whereas, the said candidate even after the due 
notice has not given any reason or explanation for the 
failure and the Election Commission Is satisfied that 
he has no good reason or justification for such failure. 


Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri S. Francis to be disqualified for being chosen 
as, and for being, a member of either House of Parlia- 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a State for a period of three years from the 
date of this Order. 

| No, TN-LA/ (2301/Bye.'/79(4).‘| 


"t(Ro ifrt> 7 70 8— m. frorfn witTEr tt rriott rri ^ 
f^F 2 4 Kf , 1 9 7 0 TT fV RpTTOTTS fTOTR RRT % TTfRRfTT 
% faq; 230 Tten%R ^ RRTR vT?% RTR 

sfttTRo iRTOT TOTOT fRTORtT RTHfHR 

RTR, TOd T^Hlfl f^RT, TtT TfMKftRR RftrfhTOT, 1951 RRT 
RRtq Rq fRnff 3 ttt r¥str frfR ?r fRRfror 

r 3RTff TO HTO TOT% ^ TOTTOT it f>] 


tAt, RR 4 -) RRR TO^ftTRTT ^ R^ 4 RTOT f^q TOR 
<n;*fr V RW totot rrrt ttoJItort Rff 

f<tTT % R\T fdq 'RR RFfET TO RR TfV TOfRJId RRT 
| RTR ?R TOTO % fnq TTf RR^R RT 

Ri idltV fR Rff % , 


2. And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notice has not given any reason or explanation for the 
failure and the Election Commission is further satisfied 
that he has not good reason or justification for the 
failure; 

3. Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Krishna Kripal Satiar to be disqualified for 
being chosen as and for being a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. WB-HP/7/710).] 
By Order, 

A. N. SEN, Secy. 

Rf fepifr, 11 SPUR, 1972 

quo r[o 270 9. — rr:, ffiRfror TORtR to rrtrtr 
Tpn t f% 1971 Jr ^q nfa rrt IrrWr % 

7 RfiftjT tfHfrR fRR?RR afa ?T RRRr RT?T RHftRRIT 
?ft fTRTR 4 RfRRTT, <ikih^l', RTo iftr fTOTT RTRRT, 
Ro STRIR, RfMRftRR RfqfdRR, 1951 RRT RftftR 
RRTq Rq fRRRf TTO »C^f5TR RR^ fRRtRR TORf TO 
'4t ^RIT RrfRR TORt ^ RRRiTR 

RR:, RRR RwflRRR R?T RTRT fRRT Wl 
RT% RT RRRt ^R RRTOTRT % fRTT Ttf TOTR RRRT 
PF^TTOER R#f fen % RRT MTO RfiftR TO RR RRTRTR 
Rt RRT | fRT RTR ^T RRTOTRT ^1 fRR Ttf RRfRT 
TOTR RT TOTRtfTOR 

RR:, RR, HRR RfyPfRR RTTT 1 0-T T RRRTR 
R ffidlRR RTR\R qRR^TTT ^RRR <sft TOR TORR wlfidTi 
Tt RRR % frofi 4 RRR % RT frofr TTRR Rlt %TTR RRT 
RRRT fRRTR RpTfR % RRTR ^ RT% rflT ^1 fnq ?R 
Rl^R # RlftlJ ^ R^ Rft TOTORfR % fwq ftr%T 
rMrr tort ^ I 

[#o Ro Ro-vfto Ro/ 7 / 71 /l] 
RT^R ?T, 

qo TTRo RfRq- | 
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New Delhi, the 261 h Jiiilc 1072 

S.O. 2710 ,— 111 pursuance of section ill of the Rep- 
resentation of the People Act, 1951 (40 of 1951) the 
Election Commission hereby publishes the report of 
the High Court of Mysore at Bangalore dated the 13th 
December, 1971, under the said section, in Election 
Petition No. 5 of 1971, 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MYSORE AT 
BANGALORE 

Dated the 13th Day of December 1971 

BEFORE THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE E.S. 

VENKATARAMAIAH. 

Election Petition No, 5 op 1971 

Between 

M. N. Naghnoor. S/o Nabi Sab, 45 years. Advocate 
183, Lower Palace Archards, Bangalore. 3— 
Petitioner. 

(By Shri R. Venkateswara Rao, Shri V. Hari Hao 

and Shri M. S. Narayana Rao) 

And 

1. A. K. Kotra Setty, M,P„ Advocate, Aged 35 

years, Belgaum. 

2. D. A. Katte. Aged about 50 years, Advocate, 

Chikkodi, Belgaum Dist. 

3. B. A. Kulkarni, Father’s name not known, aged 

about 35 years, Advocate, Belgaum. 

4. V. B. Galgalli, father’s name not known, aged 

about 50 years, Landlord, Begar-base, 
Belgaum. 

5. Jakati Mallasaraja Bojappa, Father’s name not 

known, aged about 40 years, Ayurvedic 
College, Shahapur, Belgaum City 

6. Sri Varma S. P. Sen, Chief Election Commissio- 

ner of India, Talkatora Road, New Delhi. 

7. Sri M. Syed Mursheed Peer, Chief Electoral 

Officer, Mysore State, Vidhana Soudha, 
Bangalore, 1. 

8. Returning Officer, for the Mysore, Belgaum 

Parliamentary Constituency, Belgaum. Respon- 
dents 

(By Sri. R.M. Patil, Sri. V.H. Ron, Sri L.G. Havanur, 
Advocates for Respondent No. 1. Sri S.G. Sundara- 
swamy and Sri P.R. Srinivasan, Advocates for. Res- 
pondent No. 6; Sri B. K. Ramachandra Rao, Additional 
Government Advocate for Respondents Nos. 7 and &; 
Respondents Nos. 2, 3 and 5 placed ex parate as per 
orders dated 9 July, 1071; Respondent No. 4 placed ex- 
parate as per orders dated 6 August 71). , 

Election Petition filed by the Petitioner under Sec- 
tion 81 read with section 100 of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951 challenging the election of the 
Respondent No. 1 to the House of tho People from 
Belgaum Parliamentary Constituency in the Mid-term 
Elections held in the month of March 1971; and seeking 
an order that (i) the election of the Respondent No. 1 
to the House of the People from the Belgaum Parlia- 
mentary Constituency be declared as void; (ii) the 
respondent No 1 is guilty of corrupt practices under 
Section 123 clauses 1, 3, 5, and 7 of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951; (iii) the respondents 6 to 8 
ordered to bring all the ballot papers that were used 
by the voters in the Belgaum Constituency into the 
custody of the Court; (iv) an order be passed for ins- 
pection and examination of the used ballot papers by 
such scientific experiments to ascertain if, they were 
chemically treated in the manner and for the purpose 
stated in the petition; (v) for all other consequential 
and incidental orders and for such other reliefs as 


may be deemed fit and proper under the circumstances 
of the case; (vi) and for costs of the petition. 

This petition confing on for hearing this day, the 
Court made the following; — 

Order 

Vl'TJ KATAKAA1IA11. ,T. 

In the above petition an order was passed on 
November 22, 1971. permitting the petitioner to with- 
draw the petition and the notice of withdrawal was 
directed to be published in the Gazette of India, and 
fhc Mysore Gazette. Accordingly the said notice of 
withdrawal has been published in the Gazette of 
India dated November 25, 1971 and in the Mysore 
Gazette dated November 25, 1971. 

No person has been substituted us pettioner under 
clause (c) of sub-section (3) of Section 110 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951. The period 
of fourteen days after (he publication of the notice 
of withdrawal in the gazette is over. The above fact 
may be intimated to the Election Commission of India 
in accordance with Section 111 of the Represntation of 
the People Act. 1951 . 

Sd./- E. S. Venkataramiah, Judge. 

[No. 82/MY 15/72.1 

New Delhi, the 15 th July 1972 

S.O. 2711. — In pursuance of section 108 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) the 
Election Commission hereby publishes the Order pro- 
nounced on the 7th December, 1971, by the High Court 
of Mysore at Bangalore in Election Petition No. 6 of 
1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MYSORE AT BANGALORE 
Dated the 7th day of December, 1971. 

Before the Hon’ble Mr. Justice E. S, Venkataramiah 
Election Petition No. G or 1971. 

Between: 

Dr. II. L. Thimmegowda, s/o Lukkegowda, aged 
47 years Medical Practitioner, Uppei Palace 
Archards, Bangalore-6.— Petitioner. 

(By Sri R. Venkateswara Rao, 

Sri V. Hari Rao and 
Sri M. S. Narayana Rao), 

And 

Respondents 

1. Shri Tulasi Dasappa s/o Late H. C. Dasappa, 

aged 40 years, ^‘Yesho Vilas”, Vanivilas Mo- 
halla, Mysore. 

2. Shri M. L. Nanjaraja Urs, father’s name — not 

known, Aged about 40 years, No. 83, 2nd Cross 
Road, Lower Palace Archards, Bangalore-3. 

3. Shri Varma, S. P. Sen, Chief Election Commis- 

sioner of India, Election Commission of India, 
Talkatora Road, New Delhi-1. 

4. Shri M. Sycd Mursheed Peer, Chief Electoral 

Officer, Mysore State, Vidhana Soudha, Ban- 
galore-1. 

5. Returning Officer, for the Mysore Parliamentary 

Constituency, Mysore. 

— (By Sri R. M. Patil, Sri V. H, Ron, Sri L. G. Haba- 
nur for Respondent No. 1. Sri M. L. N, Urs. 
Respondent No. 2 appeared in person on 9th 
July, 1971, and staled that he has no interest 
in the case. Sri S. G. Sundarawamy and Sri 
P. R, Srinivasan for Respondent No. 3. Sri 
B. K, Ramachandra Rao — A.G.A. for Respon- 
dent Nos. 4 & 5). 
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Election Petition filed by the Petitioner under Sec- 
tion 81 read with Section 100 of the Representation 
or the People Act, 1951 challenging the election of the 
Respondent No. 1 to the House of the People from 
the Mysore Parliamentary Constituency in the Mid- 
term Elections held in the month of March 1971 and 
seeking an order the si) the election of Respondent 
No. 1 to the House of People from the Mysore Parlia- 
mentary Constituency is void; 

(ii) the Respondent No. 1 is guilty of corrupt prac- 
tices under Section 123, Clauses 2, 3“ and 7 of the R.P. 
Act, 1071; 

(iii) the ballot papers used by the voters and the 
unused ballot papers in the Mysore Parliamentary 
Constituency be brought into the custody of the Court: 

<iv) the used ballot papers be inspected and exa- 
mined by scientific efforts to ascertain if they were 
chemically treated in the manner and for the purpose 
stated in the petition and report be called for; 

(v) for all consequential and incidental orders may 
deem fit and proper in the circumstances of the case 
and for coats. 

This Election Petition coming on for trial on 13th 
14h, 15th. 16th, 20th, 21st and 30th days of Septem- 
ber, 1971, 4th. 5th, 6 th, 7th, 11th, 12th, 13t, 14th, 21st, 
25th, 26th and 28th days of October, 1971 and 2nd, 3rd, 
4th, 8 th, 9th, 10th, 15th. 16th, 17th. 18th, 22nd, 23rd, 
24th, 29th and 30th days of November, 1971 in the 
presence of Sri R, Venkateswara Rao, Sri V. Hari Rao, 
and Sri M. S. Narayana Eao. Advocates for the peti- 
tioner and Sri R. M. Patil. Sri V. H. Ron, Sri L, G. 
Havana;- Advocates for the Respondent Ho., 1 Sri S. G. 
Stmdara,. Swamy and Sri P. R. Srinivasan, Advovate 
for Respondent No. 3, Sri B. K. Ramachandta Rao- 
A.G.A. for Respondent Nos. 4 and 5. Respondent No. 2 
appearing in person on 9th July, 1971 and stating 
that he has no interest in the case and this Election 
Petition having stood over for consideration, the Court 
mode the following order this 7th day of December, 
1971. 


Order 


alegations in the petition, the petitioner had reason 
to believe that certain appreciable percentage of bal- 
lot papers which were printed for tne aforesaid elec- 
ts 011 and had chemically treated. It was urged that 
the object of chemically treating the ballot papers 
was to see that any voting mark made at the poding 
station on the symbols other the symbol ‘calf and 
5 ® w °y the voters should disappear by the time 
the ballot papers were taken up for counting and 
that on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ a certain mark 
made with mechanical process appearing to be simi- 
lar to the mark made by the voters in the polling 
station, which was invisible at the time when the 
ballot paper was issued to the voter in the polling 
station, should appear at the time they were taken 
up for counting. In other words the petitioner’s case 
on this point was that on account of the chemical 
treatment of the ballot papers, votes which had been 
vaiidy cast in favour of candidates other than respon- 
dent -1 could not be counted in their favour because 
they had disappeared by the time the ballot papers 
were taken up for counting and that the appearance 
of marks which were invisible at the time when the 
ballot papers were issued at the polling station, was 
responsible for counting those ballot papers in favour 
of respondent-!. It was stated that by using an ultra 
violet light in a dark room, it was possible to detect 
bleached impressions of rubber stamps and there 
were other methods by which the fact whether a 
ballot paper was chemically treated or not could be 
detected. It was urged that these ballot papers were 
chemically treated as a part of a preplanned scheme 
in order to see that candidates belonging to Congress 
(R) Party to which respondent- 1 belonged succeed- 
ed in the election and in doing so the Election Com- 
mission had also colluded or connived. It was. there- 
fore, urged that the election of respondent - 1 was 
liable to be set aside on that account. 


(2) That the amendment of Rule 56 of the Con- 
duct of Election Rules (hereinafter referred to as the 
Rules) as it stands today was done with the object 
of helping candidates belonging to Congress (R) 
party and that the said Rule was ultra vires. 


The petitioner who was a candidate at the e_ at ion 
held in (he month of March 1971 for Lok Sabin, for 
Mysore Constituency in Mysore State, has filed the 
above election petition under Section 81 of the Repre- 
sentation df People Act, 1951 (hereinafter referred to 
as the Act) catling in question the election of respon- 
dent-1 to Lok Sabha from the said constituency at the 
said election. Respondent-2 was another candidate 
who contested the said election. Respondent- 3 is the 
Chief Election Commissioner of India. Respondent-4 
is the Chief Electoral Officer in the State of Mysore. 
Respondent-5 is the Returnnig Officer of Mysore Lok 
Sabha Constituency. 

The grounds urged among others in the petition for 
declaration for declaring the election of respondent -1 
to Lok Sabha as void were the following: — 

(1) That the electin' r s-v Ar‘-’ was void for 

the reason that votes r> ■":< and non- 

genuine ballot papers had been counted in his favour. 
According to the petitioner at the time of counting of 
votes it was noticed that the voting marks placed on 
the election symbol ‘calf and cow’ which had been 
assigned to respondent -1 were found in a large num- 
ber of ballot papers at the same point in all those bal- 
lot papers. It was also urged that in a large number 
of ballot papers no voting marks at all were found 
anywhere and they were declared as invalid ones. 
It was pleaded that the rubber stapming on large 
number of ballot' pavers referred to above could not 
•uve been made by human hand, but must have been 
made hv a mechanical process. The petitioner felt 
that there must have been a preplanned vcheme and 
that some fraud had been committed in order to 
secure the success of respondent-1. According to the 


(3) That the allotment of the symbol ‘calf and 
cow* to Congress (R) party amounted to a corrupt 
practice. It was urged that the symbol ‘calf and 
cow’ was a religious symbol, for a large majority of 
the Indian Population, namely Hindus considered cow 
as a sacred animal. 


(4) That respondent-1 in the course of the election 
propaganda canvassed on communal lines by a syste- 
matic appeal to the voters on the basis of caste ana 
religion. A large number of workers who worked 
on behalf of respondent -1 also canvassed cn commu- 
nal lines. It was, therefore, urged that respondent-1 
was guilty of rorrupt practice under section 123(3) 
of the Act. 


Respondent-1 in his written statement denied all 
he allegations which had been made in the election 
letitic "■ IT-' r’.crdod + hat the ballot papers hod not 
een . ;• mwGi’- <>r: as alleged by the petit- oner; 
hat Rule 56 of the Rules was valid and it had been 
uly framed; that the symbol ‘calf and cow was not 
religious symbol; that neither he nor any of his 
sents o v workers appealed to voters cn rommunal 
nes, and that the Election Commission had not con- 
j-fid or colluded with Congress (R) Party in order 
, -o-virn fv >0 su' , c p ss of the member of that natty 
- the last Lok Sabha elections. It was also pleaded 
iat tb* '’lection petition had not been properly nre- 
mted and the same was barred Rv time. Respondent 
•„ o a\a nnt contest the petition. 


Respondent-3 denied in the written statement that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated as 
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alleged by the petitioner. He pleaded that he was 
not in any way a party to tne alleged fraud said to 
mxve oeea comnuilea wxtn tne ooject ot securing the 
success of responaeni i ana ms party at tne Kok 
aaona elections. Kesponaent 3 aiso pleaded that no 
was not a necessary party, bimriuriy responaent 4 
ana o nave also aeniea tno allegations in me peti- 
tion. Xney have stated that the Dtulot papers were 
got primed in accordance witn the instructions re- 
ceived by item irom the Election Commission ot 
India and that the Ballot papers were despatched to 
the Hemming Officer immediately utter tney were 
so printed. File allegations that a number of ballot 
papers were removed Horn the Hr m Ling Press to 
some other place lor purpose of treating tnem che- 
mically, was also denied by them. It was also slated 
that mere was neither time nor opportunity to re- 
move the ballot papers from the press for the pur- 
pose of chemical treatment. 

On the basis of the aforesaid pleadings, the fol- 
lowing issues were framed on 13th August, 1971: 

I. (a) Whether the petitioner proves that the 
rubber stamping on tne symbol ‘cow ana 
calf on large number of nailot papers used 
in the election had been made by a mechani- 
cal process on chemically treated ballot 
papers and not by voters! 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves that an ap- 
preciate percentage of ballot papers wore 
subjected to chemical treatment! 

(c) Whether the petitioner proves that a corrupt 
practice has oeen committed and that tne 
result of the election Is materially affected 
or is otherwise vitiated, in the event of hnd- 
ings on issues 1 (a) and tbl being in th <3 
affirmative? 

Deleted on 9th November, 1971 

11(a) Whether the symbol ‘cow and calf’ is a 
religious symobl'l 

(b) Whether the allotment of ‘cow and calf’ to 
responaent 1 amounts to corrupt practice in 

law? 

(c) Whether the result of the election is mate- 
rially affected by such allotment, in the 
event of such allotment being held as a cor- 
rupt practice? 

(d) Whether the validity of the election can be 
called in question m an election petition on 
the ground referred to in issue II (b) above? 

III. (a) Whether respondent 1 appealed to voters 
in the course of his election campaign on the 
basis of community caste and religion? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves any act refer- 
red to in issue III (a) on the part of res- 
pondent 1 or any of his agent or agents or 
by any other person or persons working for 
him in furtherance of his prospects at the 
election? 

IV. Whether any of the alleged corrupt prac- 
tices was committed with the connivance or 
consent or with the knowledge of respon- 
dent 1. 

Deleted on 30th November, 1971. 

V (a) Whether the validity of amendment of 
Rule 86 of the Conduct of Election Rules 
can be called in question in an election peti- 
tion? 

(b) If the validity of amendment of Rule 56 can 
be called in question in an election petition, 
whether the amended Rule 5G is ultra vires ? 

(c If Rule 56 is ultra vires, whether the result 
of the election is materially affected? 


VI. Whether respondent 3 is a necessary party 
to tne election petition? 

Deleted on SWIi November. 1971 

VII. Wnetner the erection petition is not proper- 
ly presemea bexore tne court.- 

Vlil. Wnetner the erection petition is barred by 
time? 

IX. What order is to be passed on the erection 
petition? 

On 9th November, 1971, Sri R. v. Rao, learned 
counsel tor tne r-einioner, suDnntted taut he would, 
iioi press me grounds covered ay issues il (aj to 
(.uj, nr ta) aim tDj ana iv, ana on ootn iNovem- 
oer, ran, ne sUQimtted that ne would not press tne 
grouna covered hy issue No. V (.aj, (.b) ana (ej. 
ail rt. m. Haul, learned Counsel lor tne last respon- 
dent, submitted on 30th November, 1971 that he 
wuuid not press tne grounds covered by issues Vii 
ana Vill. rue resulting position is that only issue 
i(.aj to (c), Vi and IK survive lor decision in this 
case. 

Issues 1(a) (b) and (c) The above issues relate 

to tne allegation of the petitioner tnat a substantial 
number ox ballot papers were chemically treated 
with the object of securing the success oi respon- 
dent 1. Even though the potation is silent regarding 
the name of chemical usea ana the method or treat- 
ment of ballot papers with the chemical, there is an 
averment tnat it was possible that when a paper was 
treated with certain cnenneals it acquired the charac- 
teristic of causing disappearance ot mark made with 
ink which was used at the polling station for ink 
pads at a subsequent stage and making a mark 
placed with the neip of some other chemical which 
nas invisible when tne mark was made, visbile at a 
later stage. It is urged that as a result of such che- 
mical treatment ana the printing of invisible marks 
on the symbol ‘caff and cow’ on about 3U to 35 per 
cent on the ballot papers, the marks made by voters 
at the polling station (by voters) with the nelp of 
Kores ink or any other ink, disappeared and the in- 
visible marks placed on the symbol ‘call and cow’ 
which was the symbol of respondent 1 became visi- 
ble by the time the ballot papers were taken up for 
counting. It is pleaded that all those papers which 
had the mechanically printed marks on the symbol 
‘calf and cow’ were counted as valid votes in favour 
of respondent 1, and, therefore, respondent I got 
about 30 to 35 per cent of the total number of votes 
polled even though tho voters had not given their 
votes in his favour. 

It may be mentioned here that the date on which 
the ballot papers were chemically treated has not 
been furnished in the petition. Sri R. Venkateswara 
Rao the learned counsel for the Petitioner, however, 
submitted that as can be gathered from the allega- 
tions made in the petition, the case of the petitioner 
was that tire ballot papers were chemically treated 
sometime alter they were printed at the Govern- 
ment Central Press, Bangalore, and before they were 
delivered to the authorised representative of the Re- 
turning Officer to be carried to the constituency in 
question. If that is so, it may be taken that the case 
of the petitioner is that the ballot papers must have 
been chemically treated sometime between 12th Feb- 
ruary, 1971 and 20th February, 1971. The necessary 
inference which follows from the above allegations 
2 ‘*; that the ballot papers were treated with a chemi- 
cal of a specilied concentration or quality so that the 
invisible marks alleged to have been made on the 
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symbol ‘call 5 and cow’ which were not visible by 
the polling date should become visible on March 10, 
1971, which was the date of counting and the marks 
made by the voters on the polling day disappeared 
by March 10, 1071. 

The evidence on this point consists of (i) the oral 
evidence of some persons who were present at the 
time of counting; (ii) oral evidence of M. M. Kul- 
kami (P.W, 2 in E.P. 2/71 ) and Dr. O. P. Dharmarah 
(P.W. 6 in E.P. 3/71) who were examined as experts 
and whose evidence is treated as common evidence 
by consent of parties in E.P. 1 to 4 and ti of 1971; 
(ill) the oral evidence of P. I. Jacob (R-W. 2) in 
E.P. 3/71) K.G. Gowda, R.W. 1 in F-P. 2/71, M.S: 
Hirannaiah, R.W. 2 in E'-P. 2/71; M.A. Arham, R.W. 
3 in E.P. 3/71, Allabaksh Imam Hasan R.W. 4 in E.P. 
2071, M. Li. Ramanna R-W. 5 in E.P. 2071 (the evidence 
of all these witnesses is treated by consent of parties 
as common evidence in E.Ps. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971) 
and R. H. Adhyapak who is examined as R.W. 1 in 
E. P, 3/71, whose evidence is marked by consent os 
Exhibit R-6 in this case, and the documents marked 
through these witnesses and (iv) the result of ins- 
pection and scrutiny of certain unused and used bal- 
lot papers pertaining the election in question. 

On behalf of the petitioner in support of the ground 
covered by the above issues, five witnesses have 
been examined, K. Viswanath (P.W. 1) was one of 
the counting agents of the petitioner at the last elec- 
tion. His evidence is that in a majority of the ballot 
papers which were rejected there were no voting 
marks at all. He further stated that in substantial 
number of ballot papers in which votes had been 
cast in favour of respondent 1, the voting marks 
were bright and that he found some difference bet- 
ween the ballot papers in which votes had been cast 
in favour of the first respondent and the ballot papers 
In which votes had been cast in favour of respondent 
2 and the petitioner. He does not remember any 
other peculiarity which he noticed in the ballot papers. 
In cross-examination, he states that he noticed the 
said peculiarities about the ballot papers within about 
an hour after the counting began and he mentioned 
the said fact to the petitioner. The witness did not 
however object to the said ballot papers and he allowed 
them to be counted as valid papers. He does not 
know whether the petitioner took any action on the 
information furnished by him. This witness is the 
Secretary of the City Congress Committee (Organisa- 
tion), Mysore, to which the petitioner belongs, 

P.W. 2 is one T. N. Narasimha Mur thy. He is an 
Advocate by profession. He had been appointed as a 
counting agent by the petitioner at the election. His 
evidence is that in the case of a large majority of 
ballot papers in which votes had been cast in favour 
of the first respondent, the voting marks were at the 
same place on the symbol calf and cow and they 
were bright. The ballot papers which had those fea- 
tures were different in colour from the other ballot 
papers, in the sense that the said ballot papers were 
whiter than the rest of the ballot papers. He has 
staled that he mentioned to the petitioner about 
these peculiarities in the ballot papers in which 
votes had been cast in favour of the first respondent, 
The witness states in his cross-examination that he 
knew the grounds on which the ballot papers could 
be rejected. But he did not raise any objection to 
any of those ballot papers since he did not entertain 
any suspicion on noticing the same peculiarities 
flwen at the time of his examination before Court, 
tne witness had not suspicion about the genuineness 
of the ballot papers. 

P.W. 3 is one Elvas Ahmed. He acted as one of the 
counting agents of the petitioner. His evidence is 
that just one hour after the counting of votes began 


on the 10th of March, 1971, he noticed that majority 
of oaiiot papers in wmcli votes nuu oeeu eud m 
lavour Of tne nrst respondent were wmicr uian uu«i 
ballot papers and. tlie voting manta on tnose 
ballot papers were almost at the same pic.ee 
in each oauot paper and mat they weie ve±y Dn^nt. 
in ail tnose ballot papers votes had been east hi 
favour of tne nrst respondent. His furtner cvmence 
is that he told the petitioner that some iraud nad 
been committed. Tne witness, however, aid not 
raise any objection before the counting utticer or the 
Returning Lnncer and he does not know wnetner any 
action was taken by the Petitioner. 

N. Lingaiah P.W. 4 is a lawyer by profession. He 
was aiso a counting agent oi tne petitioner, lie has 
stated that he noticed at the time of counting that in 
tne ballot papers m which votes had been cast in 
favour of respondent 1, the voting marks had been 
piaced at the same place in majority of mem ana mat 
the colour of the voting marks in those papers was 
brighter than the colour of the marks in other ballot 
papers and the third feature which he noticed was 
that the majority of the ballot paper in which votes 
had gone in favour of first Respondent were whiter 
than the other ballot papers and these three features 
were not to be leund in the ballot papers in which 
votes had been recorded m favour of the petitioner or 
second respondent. He found that in a large number 
of invalid ballot papers there were no voting marks 
at all. The witness is stated to have drawn the 
attention of the petitioner to these peculiar feature, 
He, however, did not raise any objection before the 
Counting Officer or the Returning Officer, since it did 
not occur to- him that he should raise any objection 
to those ballot papers even though he had developed 
some doubt about their genuineness, He has further 
stated that the matter was discussed amongst the 
counting agents at the time of counting. 

The petitioner has been examined In this case as 
P.W. 5. His evidence is that he noticed at the time 
when the counting of ballot papers was going on that 
some of the ballot papers in which voces had been 
cast in favour of the first respondent were brighter 
than the rest of the ballot papers and that they ap- 
peared to have been subjected to extra bleaching. The 
surface of such ballot papers was smoother than the 
other ballot papers. He also found that the voting 
marks in those ballot papers were more or less at 
the same place on the symbol calf and cow. When he 
noticed theso features, the petitioner felt suspicious 
about the genuineness of those ballot papers, but he 
did not report the matter to the Returning Officer 
because he wanted some more material to satisfy 
himself that such ballot papers were not genuine 
ones. The petitioner has further stated that after 
the result of the elections were declared he made 
further enquiry about the special features he had no- 
ticed in the ballot papers. In that connection, he 
enquired the members of his party and his friends. 
He also read a news item that a large number of bal- 
lot papers had been found at Chandigarh at some 
place where they should not have been and also had 
heard they should not have been and also had heard 
that there was rumour in circulation in Delhi even 
before the election that the election would be a rig- 
ged one. He had also heard that it was scientifically 
possible to make a mark made in ink on a paper 
which was chemically treated disappeared and to 
make an invisible mark on the paper which would 
become visible later on. On the basis of the fore- 
going, the petitioner decided to file the election peti- 
tion. After inspecting about 2000 unused ballot 
papers and 1200 used ballot papers which were taken 
out for inspecting and scrutiny in this case, the peti- 
tioner stated that there were some ballot papers 
which had the special characteristics he had noticed 
at the time of counting. But he could not pick out 
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even one ballot paper, out of 3200 ballot papers ins- 
pected by him which hod been chemically treated. 
In cross examination, the petitioner stated that the 
three circumstances which confirmed his doubt about 
the genuineness of the ballot papers were (1) the 
publication of the news item that a large number of 
unused ballot papers pertaining to some other Lok 
Sabha Constituency had been found at some place at 
Chandigarh, (2) the discussion which the petitioner 
had with his friends who told him that it was scienti- 
fically possible to make a visible mark disappear and 
to make an invisible mark appear at a subsequent 
stage, and (3) the fact that the first respondent pol- 
led larger number of votes than what ho had polled 
in 1967 election. The petitioner did not make any 
other enquiry with regard to the truth or otherwise of 
the allegation which he had made jn the petition and 
that he admitted that he had no further proof to 
show that the ballot papers contained mechanically 
printed marks, The petitioner, however, admitted 
that he had not taken any ballot papers into his hand 
and felt at the time of counting, but still he was able 
to say that some of the ballot papers were smoother 
by their appearance. The petitioner, who belonged 
to the parly which was running the Government in 
the State of Mysore, had not chosen to make enquir- 
ies with the authorities in the State of Mysore as to 
whether the ballot papers had been removed to some 
other place from the Printing Press for purpose of 
chemical treatment, 

The uniform version of Ihe above witnesses of the 
petitioner is that on 10th March 1971 on which date 
counting of votes commenced within about two hours, 
they all noticed that a large number of spurious 
ballot papers or ballot papers containing marks made 
by an instrument other than the one provided at 
polling stations were being counted as valid ballot 
papers in favour of respondent-1, Eater on all of 
them discussed about it in the course of the day, but 
still did not raise any objection before the Returning 
Officers in regard to the same. It may be remember- 
ed that the counting look place on the follwlng two 
days also. They all admit that they were aware of 
the rule which required the Returning Officer to re- 
ject the ballot papers which were spurious or which 
contained marks made by instruments other then 
the one provided at the polling station. The conduct 
of these witnesses in not raising objections in regard 
to the peculiarities they observed, does not appear 
to be in continuity with the ordinary conduct of 
nersons who are faced with such a situation. The 
reason given by the petitioner that he wanted to 
verify the matter before raising an objection appears 
to be an after-lhought. The further evidence of the 
petitioner in Ihe hove ease is that he did not make 
anv nt+emot to verify whether the suspicion he had 
•about the ballot papers was true or not. No enquiry 
hns heap made by the petitioner about the truth or 
nthei-wise of the matter. The petitioner has stated 
Pint be read some articles published in some periodi- 
cals afW the T.ok Rahhn elecfions dealing with the 
possibility of chemical treatment. 

Tho petitioner also relied upon the evidence of 
M.M, Kulkarni P.W. 2 in E.P. 271 whose evidence is 
marked as Exhibit P-1 in this case and Dr. O. P. 
Dharmarnb, P.W.-6 in EP. 2/71 whose evidence has 
nlso been marked as exhibit P-2 in this case as ex- 
pert witness. Their evidence ns already stated, is 
treated as common evidence in all the petitions, E.P. 1 
to A and 0 of 1971, They were examined in support 
of the above nllegnMon regarding ehemical treatment 
of ballot naners, M. M. Kulkarni is a person who 
holds n degree in Engineering. Admittedly he does 
not possess anv high oupliflcation in Chemistry. The 
extent of his knowledge of Chemistry eould only be 
what he might have studied as an allied suhieot in 
the school and in the course of his Engineering study. 
He however claims that he had occasion to study tbs 


science of invisible ink while he was serving in The 
British Territorial Army and that he had conducted 
experiments after the last Lok Sabha elections cr. 
visible inks. Be that as it may, the question for con- 
sideration is what value should be attached to his 
evidence. 


M. M Kulkarni was the election agent of Naval 
Fata who contested from one of the Bombay Lok 
Constituencies at the last Lok Sabha elections. 
"i va \ J at s was defeated in the election. Kulkarn 
who was disappointed at the result of that electiot 
developed suspicion about the ballot papers an. 
started conducting experiments to find out whethe* 
it was possible to treat the ballot papers chemicalT* 
to achieve the desired result. He appears to have 
given demonstration before the members of the Ail 
India Congress (O) who did not fare well at the last 
Lok Sabha elections. A reading of the deposition of 
Kulkarni left me with the impression that, he w s 
not a disinterested witness. That however is nt 
the real factor which has led me to feel that his 
evidence is 0 f no use to the petitioner. There are 
however other more weighty reasons to come to that 
conclusion . 

In the course of his evidence he has stated that 
the methods of detection of the fact whetfier a parti 

many P Qnl 0 ? not were 

that' if An of - t* 1 ® met hods according to him was 

chemically 1 ” treated paper, whln^fwas^treafeR^ith 
sodium chlorite, the treated paper would appear 

COlOUr With ^^scence and if 
an untreated paper was seen under ultra violet rays 

edThat , h r t 11 “ud blue colour. He further S 
wltWfc a h ? n conducted experiments on paper 

treat ^ ^ ° f dmZ0 COm P° UI1 rt be found that the 

treated pane r appeared to be violet in colour where- 
t untreated paper appeared white. According 

l^ Vo h Zt W 7 e / ome , other uiethods of detection 
of infra red ravs, X rays, etc. He also 
" area that if a treated VMurr and an untreated were 
immersed in a solvent which would dissolve the par- 
ticular chemical, the compo'd+ion of the solvent after 
such immersion would be different. He sthtod that a 
mark made with the help of Korea ink (methyl vio- 
let which is being used in ink pads! would disappear 
if the P«ner had been treated before such marking 
wilh sodmm chlorite or sodium hypochlorite on ac- 
count of decolouration. The time taken for the mark 
to d-sannenr, according to the witness, depended on 
the concentration of chemical used and the quality 
of Mov which was treated. But to a Question put 
bv *ho court, the witness answered that once a mark 
mode bv an invisible became visiole 0 p a treated 
nnnep it wniffd continue tn be visible for an in- 
^ efirpte period unless the paper is again subipoted 
to another chemical treatment. He stated that such 
a mark would be visible at least for r> period" of one 
year. He stated that certain marks which would be 
invisible to the naked eve would bo visible in some 
cases when they are looked at under ultra violet 
ravs. According t.o the witness he eould differen- 
tiate treated papers from untreated naners either 
hv visual inspection or by conducting experiment 
oy with the help nf an Instrument with which ultra 
violet ravg eould ho made tn f a p p n naner even 
without touching the paper. The above evidence was 
eivep 'pp September 20, 1971, and the further exa- 
mination of Unis witness was postponed to October 
- 1 1971 On October .5. 1971, T made an order fhat the 
■Returning Officer should produce before the court 
ihe unused ballot papers for purpose of ipspect’en 
amt scrutiny in this case. The unused ballot pavers 
relat’PV to tho enustitnenev with which wo gro con- 
-erned in this ense and five other TpV BeKhn Poustl- 
fuepejos m Mvsore State were scrutinised hit the wit- 
ness. Before those ballot papers were semFr v -d the 
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witness was asked by the court whether he was in a 
position to state whether a ballot paper was chemical- 
ly treated or not if ballot papers printed for the pur- 
pose of election in the month of March, 1971 were 
taken out from the box and shown to him. His ans- 
wer to that question was that it was possible for him 
to find out either with the ultra violet rays or by 
some other method and that he was ready on that day 
with the necessary equipment to examine the ballot 
papers with the ultra violet rays. On October 7, 1971, 
after carefully examining a large number of unused 
ballot papers pertaining to this Constituency the wit- 
ness stated that by passing ultra violet rays on a 
paper it was not possible for him to say whether the 
paper had been treated with sodium chlorite or not. 
He further stated to And out with the ultra violet rays 
whether a piece of paper was treated with any che- 
mical or not, it would be necessary to have the un- 
treated paper of the same kind and quality, He stated 
that even when both treated and untreated papers are 
viewed under ultra violet Tays, he could only say whe- 
ther any paper had been treated or not, hut could not 
say whether it was treated with sodium chlorite or 
not. He further stated that by passing ultra violet 
rays he could say that the paper had been treated 
with some chemical and could not say whether the 
chemical used is a bleaching agent or not. Later on 
he stated that by passing ultra violet rays on a paper 
which was treated, he could not say even though he 
was given the sample of the paper, whether the paper 
had been treated with a particular chemical. This 
answer of the witness is at a variance with his state- 
ment in his evidence which he gave on September 20, 
1971, namely, “method No. 1 when ultra violet rays 
are made to fall on a chemically treated paper, when 
it is treated with sodium chlorite of the type on which 
Exhibits P.l and P.2 are printed, the treated paper 
will appear glowing white in colour with fluorescence. 
Similarly if ultra violet rays ere made to fall on the 
untreated paper it will have dull blue colour." The 
witness gave a different version after examining the 
unused ballot papers because he was not able to say 
that any of those papers was treated with sodium chlo- 
rite. As alreadv stated this witness was a person who 
was interested in making out a case that in the Lok 
Sabha Elections in India the ballot papers that were 
used had been chemically treated in order to see that 
the members of Congress IR) partv returned to I, ok 
Sabha in large numbers. The witness further stated 
at the end of his deposition on October 7, 1971. that 
the colour of the naper varied under ultra violet rays 
from one piece of neper to another piece of paper 
even when it was taken out from the same stock if 
there was variation in the deposit on the nancr of 
the chemical used for bleaching purposes in the paper 
factory. In his denosjtion, on 12th October, 1971 the 
witness stated that he had seen in all about 35,000 
unused ballot nepers relating to Election Petitions 1 
to 6 of 1971 and he could not say without resorting 
to some other chemical test whether anv of them is 
treated with sodium chlorite or any other particular 
chemical. He had seen hundreds of those ballot 
papers under ultra violet rays and be was not in a 
position to say whether any of them had been treated 
with sodium chlorite or not. He further stated that 
it was not possible to say whether a naper is treated 
with sodium chlorite or not bv passing ultra violet 
rays on it. He further admitted that he did not find 
anv voting mark anywhere on the unused ballot 
papers under ultra violet ravs. The witness also ad- 
mitted that he had not condueted anv experiment so 
far hv which could regulate the appearance of any 
invisible mark 18 hours after Ihe marks were made 
and he could not do any experiment before 
the court to obtain that result, and he required at 
least, three months time to conduct such an experi- 
ment. — , 

The next witness who has Peon examined as an 
expert in this case is PW. 6 in E.P. 2 of 1971, Hr. O. p. 
Dharmarah. He is a Professor of Chemistry in a col- 


lege affiliated to the University of Delhi. He has stat- 
ed that he was a former member of Rashtrlya Swayam 
Sevak Sangha and that on the governing council of 
his college there are some members belonging to 
Bharatiya Jan Sangh, some of whose members have 
fded election petitions in the High Court of Delhi con- 
taining similar allegations. I shall however deal with 
his evidence without reference to the above state- 
ments. 


This witness was summoned on an application made 
by the petitioner after the ease of the petitioner had 
been closed and after some of the used ballot papers 
were inspected and scrutinised by the court. In his 
deposition he stated that he could not say by merely 
looking at the ballot papers whether any of them 
was subiected to chemical treatment. He how- 
ever stated on examining the ballot papers under 
ultra violet rays that the ballot papers differed in opa- 
city and exhibited different fluorescence or colours. 
He further admitted that when the paper was manu- 
factured if there was difference in the chemical de- 
posit on the surface of the paper, different portions 
the paper would exhibit different colours even when 
they were taken out from the same roll due to the 
use of different quantities of sizing agent, binding 
agent, etc. He stated that in the ballot papers in the 
five constituencies concerned in E.P. 1 to 4 and 0 of 
1971 which he Inspected he could not take out any 
ballot paper by visual examination in which the mark 
which was originally visible had become invisible be- 
cause he found in all of them marks put on symbols 
other than ‘calf and cow* were still there. He stated 
that nobody by mere visual examination of paper 
could say that it was chemically treated. Even by 
looking at the ballot papers under ultra violet rava, 
he was not in a position to say whether the ballot 
papers contained mechanically printed marks or the 
marks were shining. He could only say whether any 
particular paper was whiter than the other. This 
witness admitted that he was present at the time 
when M. M. Kulkarni gave demonstration at Constitu- 
tion Club, New Delhi, about his experiment. He was 
present at that place for about 20 minutes. He had 
discussed the matter with M. M. Kulkarni before he 
came to court to give evidence and he had also read 
the deposition of M. M. Kulkarni. The witness ad- 
mitted that if a printed Paper was given to him and 
he was asked to treat the naper chemically with the 
object of making an Invisible mark visible later on 
and visible mark disappear at a later stage, he could 
not off hand say how he should experiment. After 
examining the ballot naners he stated that none of 
the ballot papers which he had seen in the court had 
been subjected to chemical treatment by applying so- 
dium chlorite in liquid form, The witness next stated 
that a paper treated with sodium chlorite when view- 
ed under ultra violet lamp would emit yellow fluore- 
scence. This statement is Inconsistent with the state- 
ment, of M. M. Kulkarni who on the first day of his 
examination stated that a paper treated with sodium 
chlorite would emit glowing white colour under ultra 
violet. This witness however admitted that sodium 
chlorite was sometimes used hv paper manufacturers 
as bleaching agent. His further evidence was that 
even when a mark which was visible at the commence- 
ment became invisible at a later stage, there would 
be some stain on the r/aner and it dopented upon 
the nature of chemical used and the nature of the 
ink used and he did not oh.scrve any such stain by 
visual examination and even under ultra violet rpvs 
In any of the ballot papors examined hv him. He 
however, made if clear in his deposition that he could 
not sav whether any of the ballot papers which ho 
had examined in court had been chemically treated or 
not. This witness made use of ultra violet lamp in 
court whilo givim 1 evidence. Continuing he said be- 
cause he found different alignment of tho mark bet- 
ween one ImHot paper and another ballot paper, he 
would say that the marks were not made mechani- 
caly, 



SEC. 5()l)3 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


3787 


The above witness was approached by the counsel 
for the petitioner through Balraj Mudhok who was a 
colleague of this witness at Delhi University and who 
had also filed an election petition with similar allega- 
tions before the High Court of Delhi. This witness 
proceeded to state that a mark made with the help of 
Kores ink on a chemically treated paper and which 
disappeared at a later stage could not be detected by 
looking at the paper under ultra violet rays. This 
statement is slightly at varance with the statement of 
M. M. Kulkarni, namely, “certain invisible marks to 
the naked eye become visible in some cases when 
looked at them under ultra violet rays." This witness 
was one of the opinion that in one of the ballot papers 
which he inspected in court under ultra violet rays 
had any mark which was invisible to a nacked eye 
but which was visible when it was made. Lastly he 
stated that to his knowledge it was not possible with 
the equipment available in India to treat about ten 
lakhs of ballot papers with sodium chlorite in a period 
of ten days or less. The above question was asked in 
the context of the election petitions which were being 
tried in this court. He also stated that by the ex- 
periment he conducted, he had not been able to 
regulate the time of appearance of invisible mark, 
but he had been able to regulate the time of disap- 
pearance of a visible mark. 

Apperently the information which this witness 
possesses regarding the possibility of treating a paper 
chemically with the object of making a visible mark 
disappear and an invisible mark appear, appears to be 
a of a recent origin. The witness has admitted in the 
course of his deposition that he attended the demons- 
tration given by M. M. Kulkarni at the Constitution 
Club. Delhi, out of curiosity and thereafter he con- 
ducted experiments to find out whether a mark placed 
on a paper would disappear after some time and 
whether it can be make to apear at a later stage even 
though it was invisible at the commencement. He has 
stated that the demonstration which M. M. Kulkarni 
gave was a surprise to him. If that is the position, 
then it is very difficult to place much reliance on the 
evidence of this witness because bv his own statement 
it is clear that prior to hi« meeting M. M. Kulkarni 
in the mohth of March. 1 971. he had no idea of this 
branch of chemistry. I find it difficult to accept the 
evidence of this witness without reservations. 

Even granting that there was a possibility of treat- 
ing ballot papers chemically as is pleaded by the 
petitioner, the auestion still remains whether it has 
been done in this case. The evidence of an expert 
witness, under section 45 of the Evidence Act is not 
conclusive and cannot be used as substantive evidence. 
The court must look for corroboration from the other 
evidence adduced in the proceedings to come to assure 
itself about the correctness or otherwise of the opinion 
of the expert. The court will have to take into account 
the various factors that surround the transaction 
which is in dispute and should judge the case on the 
face of both external and internal evidence available 
in the case. The Supreme Court while dealing with 
evidence o f a hand writing expert observed in BANTJ- 
RAM vs. PRASANNI (A.I.R. 1950 Supreme Court, 93) 
as follows : 

“Section 67 of the Indian Evidence Act O of 
1872) provides inter alia if a document is 
alleged to be signed bv anv person the 
signature must be proved to be in his hand 
writing” 

Sections 45 and 47 of the said Act prescribe the 
methods in whioh such signature can be 
moved. Under Section 45 the opinion of the 
hand writino exnerts is relevant while under 
Section 47 the opinion of ?r v person acquaint- 
ed with the hand writing of the person who is 
alleged to have signed the document is admis- 
sible. The explanation to the section explains 
when a person can be said to he acquainted 
with the hand writing of another nor con. 

Thus there can he no doubt as to the manner 
in which the alleged signature of the appellant 


could and should have been proved; but even 
assuming that the signature of the appellant 
can be legally held to be proved on circums- 
tantial evidence the principle which governs 
the appreciation of this kind cannot be ignored. 
It is only of the court is satisfied that the 
circumstantial “evidence irresistibly leads to 
the inference that the appellant must 
have signed the form that tne court can 
legistimately reach such a conclusion. 
In our opinion, it is impossible to ac- 
cede to Mr. Doabia’s argument that the facts 
held proved in the High Court inevitably lead 
to its final conclusion that the appellant had 
in fact signed the form. It is clear that in 
reaching this conclusion the High Court did 
not properly appreciate the fact that there was 
no legal evidence on the point and that the 
other facts found by it cannot even reasonably 
support the case for respondent-1.” 

Hence, unless there is other reliable evidence in the 
case which leads to the conclusion that the ballot 
papers must have been tampared with as suggested by 
the petitioner, it would not be safe to art merely on 
th e evidence of the experts and come to a conclusion 
one way or the other on the question in issue. We 
should also bear in mind that the experts are not 
always disinterested. 

The most important material available in the above 
question is the result of inspection and scrutiny of 
ballot papers themselves. On October 5. 1971, I made 
an order that the Returning Officer should produce 
before the court the sealed boxes containing unused 
ballot naper s and accordingly they were produced. The 
counsel for the petitioner was asked to select at random 
a few packets containing unused ballot papers of diffe- 
rent polling stations in the constituency for purpose of 
scrutiny and inspection- He accordingly selected more 
than 2000 ballot papers pertaining to this constituency 
and after inspection of ballot papers it was noticed 
that in none of them there was any mark resembling a 
noting mark on the symbol ‘calf and cow’. M. M. Kul- 
karni one of the experts examined in the case who 
examined the ballot, papers under ultra violet rays 
also was not able to say whether any of them had 
been chemically treated. 

Now let me explain the usefulness of the examination 
of the unused ballot papers in determining the truth 
or otherwise of the allegations made in this petition. 
It is admitted that the ballot papers were printed with 
serial No. 1 upto the serial number of the last voter in 
the Lok Sabha Constituency. On an average there 
were about five lakhs of voters in each constituency 
and the ballot papers which are printed would there- 
fore bear serial No. 1 to 5,00,000 or little more or less 
depending upon the number of voters in each constitu- 
ency. It is stated that to each polling station in a 
constituency approximately about 1000 voters would 
be assigned. Thus, ballot papers bearing serial No. 1 
to 1.000 would have been assigned to the first polling 
station: ballot papers bearing serial No. 1.001 to 2 000 
would have been assigned t 0 the second nolling station: 
ballot papers bearing serial Nos. 2.001 to 3.000 would 
have been assigned to polling station No. 3 and so an. 
It is also not possible to imagine how voters would 
exercise their right to vote at each polling station. 
Hence if there was a preplanned scheme to see that 
about 35 per cent of all the ballot papers were chemi- 
cally treated in such a way that invisible mark on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ should become visible at a ln*er 
stage, then amongst the ballot paner which w*»re not 
used, there must have been some oar»’\s in whj-h 
invisible marks bad become visible. The onlv n. pv nf 
avoiding thi* contingency wac bv epoi rf rt +'-> ,0 

first few ballot papers assigned to eanv, nnlVnrr 
were chemically treated so that all 
be used and there would bn no n e c*»vVh r> - 

am on <7 the unused ballot n^ners. In 
submission made on bebalf of tbe ne + ib' rvn<ar Tf 
argued that the chemically treated ballot naoers went 
among the first three hundred to four hundred papers 
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in each polling station. Then Jf about 35 per cent of 
the total number of ballot papers bud been so treated 
as alleged by the petitioner, then amongst the used 
ballot papers the percentage of treated ballot papers 
should be nearly 60 to 70 per cent because the average 
voting in any polling station would be about 60 per cent 
of the total voters. That however is not the case of 
the petitioner. Hence, I feel that the absence of even 
a single ballot paper among the unused ballot papers 
containing the voting mark said to have been mecha- 
nically made on the sumbol ‘calf and cow’ is a very 
strong circumstance against the contention of the peti- 
tioner. It is very difficult to accept that it was possible 
for anybody to see that not even a single ballot paper 
which wa a so chemically treated was found in the 
bundle of unused ballot papers for no one knew how 
many voters in a given area would got to a polling on 
the date of the poll. 

I shall now deal with the result of examination of 
used ballot papers during the course of the election 
petition. When the trial of this petiion was in pro- 
gress, the Supreme Court pronounced Its judgment in 
Civil Appeal 134.8/71 (Shashi Bhushan v. Prof. Balraj 
Madhok and others) and Civil Appeal No. 1473/71 
(Amar Nath Chawla v. Kanwar Lai Gunta and others) 
which had been filed by some successful candidates 
who were respondents In some election petitions 
pending on the file of the High Court of Delhi in which 
similar allegations had been made. Following the 
said decision. I ordered that the Returning Officer 
should produce all the used ballot papers Including the 
rejected ballot papers for purpose of inspection and 
scrutiny before the court and it was accordingly done- 
The counsel for the petitioner was permitted to select 
at randum certain number of ballot papers from the 
boxes containing the used ballot papers. Accordingly 
the counsel for the petitioner selected 800 ballot papers 
in which votes had been cast in favour of respondent-1 
and 400 ballot papers in which votes had been cast In 
favour of the petitioner and 10 rejected ballot papers. 
Thereafter the said ballot papers were scrutinised bv 
the counsel for the parties and by the court. I record- 
ed the result of the visual examination of those ballot 
papers In a separate proceeding which was drawn up 
at that time. On visual examination of those ballot 
papers I felt that the allegation that a large majority 
of ballot papers had been chemically treated with the 
desired object was n ot true. I found in the ballot 
papers in which votes had been cast in favour of res- 
pondent-1 the voting marks were sometimes to Ihe left 
of the symbol ‘calf and cow’, sometime* lo the right of 
the symbol and sometimes on the symbol itself. Even 
when the voting marks were on (he symbol itself, thfy 
yrere not found at the same po-ltion in all the ballot 
papers. The angle of the arrow mark in (he voting 
mark varied from the ballot papers to the other- In 
none of the ballot papers in which votes had been cast 
in favour of petitioner, the voting mnrk had disappear- 
ed or had become dull. An examination of the ballot 
papers in which vote s had been cast in favour of res- 
pondent-1 as well as the petiliooer showed that the 
brightness of the mark varied from paper to paper 
depending upon the quantity of ink present on the 
instrument provided at the polling station for placing 
the voting mark. The ellegahon that in a large majo- 
rity of ballot papers tn which votes had been east ill 
favour of respondent-1, the voting marks were at the 
same point in all the ballot papers and were uniform 
in brightness and the marks were shining was not 
substantiated by the result of visual examination of 
those papers. The ballot papers appeared to he natural 
in form and none of them appealed to hove been 
chemically treated. In fact that is the orrnton of Dr. 
O. P. Dharmarph. one or the experts examined tn this 
case. The statement of other witnesses of the peti- 
tioner that certain peculiar features were noticed in a 
large majority of ballot papers by them at the time of 
counting was also not substantiated. It is not doubt 
true that the colour of the paper between one ballot 
paper and another was slightly dissimilar. That was 
because tne ballot, papers were selected at random for 


purpose of inspection. I am satisfied on the examina- 
tion of the ballot papers that no further enquiry in 
this regard is necessary. In the judgment of the 
Supreme Court in the cases cited above, It was observ- 
ed that if the Court came to the conclusion on an exa- 
mination of certain number of ballot papers selected at 
random, that the matter should be further probed into 
the court might take evidence on the point at issue 
including the evidence of expert witnesses and there- 
after It was open to the court to direct or not to direct 
a general inspection of the ballot papers- In view of 
what Is stated above. I am of the opinion that no 
case has been made out to direct a general inspection 
of the ballot papers. 

The other evidence which remains to he considered 
in this case is the evidence of the witnesses examined 
on behalf of the respondents. The Deputy Election 
Commissioner of India, P. I. Jacob has been examined 
on behalf of th e Chief Election Commissioner in this, 
case. He was examined as R. W. 2 in E. P. 3 of 1971 
and by consent of parties his evidence is read as com- 
mon evidence in E.P. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971. A copy 
of his deposition is marked as Exhibit R. 7 in this 
case. This witness was in charge of the last Lok Sabha 
Elections. Under section 19 A of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951, he was authorised to exercise 
the power s of the Election Commission subject to 
supervision and control of the Chief Election Commis- 
sioner. He has stated that fhe paper used for printing 
of ballot papers in Mysore was procured from the 
Mysore Paper Mills Limited, Bhadravati, pursuant to 
an order made by the Director General of Supplies 
and Disposals, India. The colour, size and substance 
of the paper to be used for printing ballot papers were 
prescribed by the Election Commission. The colour 
of the ballot paper was prescribed as ‘cream wove 
white’; the size of the paper was prescribed as 43 cms. 
by G9 cms. and the substance of tho paper was pres 1 - 
cribed as 10.9 kgs. per ream, by the Election Commis- 
sion of India. The instructions regarding the printing 
of ballot papers were Issued as per paragraphs 22 and 
23 in Chapter II of the Hand Book for Returning 
Officers! (page 34 and 35). Exhibit R.5 and E. P.3 of 
1971 Is the said book. This witness states that the 
instructions had been issued that ballot papers should 
be printed under maximum security conditions and 
should be despatched to the various constituencies in 
closed vans' under police escort- He emphatically 
denied that any of the ballot papers used in any of 
the I/ok Sabha Constituencies which were concerned 
in E. F. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971. the ballot papers had 
been taken out of the press after they were printed 
and they were chemically treated before they were 
delivered to the Returning Officers or their authorised 
agents. He denied that there wag any preplanned 
scheme to which the Election Commission was a party 
under which it wa s intended that respondent-! who 
belonged to Congress (R) party should succeed. He 
also denied that there was any fraud committed with 
the connivance of the Election Commission in that direc- 
tion. The witness stated that it was was not true to 
say that Ihe ballot papers used m any constituency 
had beep tampered with or chemically treated or they 
wer e replaced by another set of ballot papers which 
had been chemically treated. It was also denied by 
this witness that in many of ihe ballot papers in v.’htch 
votes had been cast in favour of respondent-1 the 
voting marks had been made with the help of an 
instrument or mechanical device other Tan the one 
provided at the polling station. Accordingly to this 
witness the object of prescribing that the counting of 
votes should take place on the same day In all the 
constituencies in India except in West Bengal was to 
see that the result of the election In any of the consti- 
tuencies ir which poll had taken place did not have 
any effect on another constituency where poll had not 
yet taken place. The date of poll in West Bengal was 
March 10, 1971. Nothin? has been brought out in 

cross-examination of this by th e counsel for the peti- 
tioner to discredit his testimony. He was however 
questioned about the discover of certain papers at 
Chandigarh at a place where the ballot papers should 
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not have been found. He stated that these ballot 
papers end not relate to tne constituency with which 
we were concerned and that he had investigated into 
the same and iound that cerLam number of ballot 
papers which should have been destroyed by the 
press had not been destroyed, but had been sold waste 
paper to the contractors alter March 15, 197 L by which 
time election in India had been over. Similarly he 
stated that his investigation into another allegation 
that certain baliot papers were being removed in two 
railway wagons bound tor Madhya Pradesh also re- 
vealed that it did not allect the result oi the election in 
any constituency. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the Respon- 
dents is R.W. 1 in E.1 . 2 of 1971 who is again a 

common witness. His deposition is marked as Exhibit 
m this case. He is the Assistant Director ot 
Stationery, Government Press, Bangalore- He has 
stated that the baliot papers which were used at the 
lust Lon Sabha elections in Mysore State were all 
printed at Government Central Press, Bangalore. The 
Paper which was used lor printing ballot papers were 
purchased by the Government Central Press from 
Mysore Paper Mills Ltd., Bhadravathi. He produced 
Exhibit H-3 in E. P. 2 oi 1971 which was the challan 
under which the paper was supplied by the Mysore 
Paper Mills Ltd., Bhadravathi. The paper was 
received on 1st December, 1970 and Irom out of that 
stock of paper, certain quantity was released for pur- 
poses of printing ballot papers from 10th February, 
1971 and 17th February, 1971. Exhibits R-4 and H-10 
in E-P. 2 of 1971 are the indents given by the Assistant 
Director of Printing lor supply ot paper. In cross- 
examination he has stated that the Press did not place 
order for papers specifically for the purpose of Lok 
feabha elections held In March 1971. In answer to a 
question regarding the type of paper that was issued 
for printing the ballot papers, witness stated that 
Cream Wove paper had been issued. When his atten- 
tion was drawn to some discrepancy between Exhibit 
R 4a, and R 6a on the one hand and Exhibits 
R-5a, R-7a, R-8a, R-9a and R-10a, he answered that 
by mistake instead of Cream Wove paper it might have 
been written as white paper in Exhibits R-5a, R-7a, 
R-8a, R-9a and R-lOa. The witness stated that he had 
not noticed the discrepancy in the description of paper 
referred to above at the time when the paper was 
issued for printing. He stated that the entire quality 
supplied under Exhibit R-3 was supplied from one 
stock. 

M. S- Hirannaiah, R. W. 2, in E. P, 2 of 1971 whose 
deposition is marked as Exhibit R 2 In this case, is the 
Assistant Director, Government Central Press. Banga- 
lore. and he was in charge of the printing of ballot 
papers. He stated that the programme of printing 
and despatch of ballot papers was settled by the Chief 
Electoral Officer in consultation with the Director of 
Printing as per Ex. R-ll in Exhibit-2 of 1971. The 
said document is signed by the Under Secretary 
working under the Chief Electoral Officer. This wit- 
ness stated that he received instructions regarding the 
printing of ballot papers from the authorised represen- 
tatives of the Returning Officers. He printed the ballot 
papers in accordance with Form, No. 7A CEx. 12 to 16 
In E.P. 2/71) sent by the Returning Officers. After 
the proof of the ballot papers in respect of each 
constituency was approved by the concerned autho- 
rised representative of the Returning Officer, the ballot 
papers were printed and alter the ballot papers were 
printed they were numbered serially from No. 1 to 
last number of the ballot paper printed for that 
constituency. After the ballot papers were printed and 
were cut tr> size, they wer e being taken to another 
portion of the Government Printing Press Premises, 
which was known as ‘Election Shed’, where the ballot 
papers used t<> be kept In sealed boxes The v e they 
wore checked, counted and bundled into bundles of 
500 each. Exhibit FL17 in E. P. 2 of 1971 is the pro- 
gramme of work of printing of ballot papers which 
was being maintained by this witness. 
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The said Exhibit R-17 contains the date on which 
the baliot papers were despatched and according to 
this witness till the ballot papers, were despatched 
they used to be at the Election Shad’. He has further 
slated that the printing Pres s where the ballot papers 
were being printed and the 'Election Shed’ where the 
ballot papers were being kept were under the care 
and protection of the watch and ward stall of the 
Press and the Police Officers whose services were 
secured for the said purpose at the time when the 
ballot papers being printed at the Government Central 
Press. Thus witness has been cross examination of 
length, but 1 do not find that anything is brought out 
to discremt th e testimony of this witness. Sri R. V. 
Rao, learned counsel for ihe petitioner, however 
argued that this witness had not explained the dif- 
ference in the colour of some of ballot papers and 
the user of a bigger type of numerals in some cases 
To print serial number of the ballot papers than what 
wee used in the case of other ballot papers. It was 
open to the petitioner on whom the burden of proof 
lay in this ease to have put the question about them to 
this witness but he has not done s o. It would be unfair 
to draw any inference against the witness or the res 
pondents without drawing' the attention of the witness 
to these points raised on behalf of the petitioner. The 
position of the petitioner in an election petition is 
not that of an accused in a Criminal case and it is not 
open to a petitioner in an election petition to raise 
some point which is likely to lead to some doubt and 
to claim the benefit of jt and on that basis to seek a 
declaration that the election is void. In fact the posi- 
tion of the petitioner in an election petition is equiva- 
lent to the position of the prosecution in a Criminal 
case. The petitioner cannot take advantage of a 
Circumstance of the above kind. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dent is M. A. Arham, R. W. 3 in B. P. 2 o£ 1971, who 
is again a common witness. Ills evidence is marked 
as Exhibit R 3 in this case, He was an Under Secretary 
tr. (he Government of Mysore and was i'l charge of 
election- H e wa s working under the directions of the 
Chief Electoral Officer at the last Lok Sabha elections. 
He has stated that he was visiting the Press nearly' 4-5 
lures every day when the ballot papers were being 
printed ami during the time when the ballot papers 
were in the premises of th e Government Press, 
Bangalore, He was in charge of the supervision of 
the Pt luting of ballot papers. He was assisted by 
Allabaksh inam, Section Officer — R. W. 4 in E. P. 2 
of i971 and M. M. Kalburgi, a Senior Assistant. His 
duty was to see that the ballot paperg were printed 
and despatched well In time through the authorised 
representatives of the Returning Officers after they 
were duly checked, scrutinised and bundled at the 
Government Central Press. R-W. 4 in E.P. 2 of 1971 
is Allabaksh Inam whose evidence is marked as 
E’xhibit R. 4 In this case. He was the Section Officer 
who was assisting M. A. Arham referred to above His 
evidence corroborates the evidence of M. A. Arham. 

M. L. Rnmanna, R, W. 5 E. P. 2/1971 who is again 
a common witness and whose evidence is marked as 
Exploit R 5 In this case, is the Police Officer who was 
in charge of security arrangements at Ihe Government 
Central Press, Bangalore, at the time when the ball ot 
papers were being printed for the last Lok Sabha elec- 
tions. His evidence is that from 12th February 1 , 1971 to 
3rd March, 1971 he had made necessary security 
anangements. He had posted one Head Constable and 
3 Constables to be in charge of the security of 
Government Central Press and they had to be in 
charge of security of the Press all the 24 hours uuring 
that period. No doubt the police officers used to do 
their job by tum s along with the members of Ihe 
Watch and Ward staff of the Government Central 
Press. He has stated that he was visiting the premises 
of the Government Central Press occasionally to verify 
u hether the persons who had been entrusted with 
the duty of looking after the premises of the Press 
were doing their job properly or not. 
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R. H. Adhyapak who has been examined as R. W. I 
in E. P. No. 8 of 1971 was the authorised representative 
of the Returning Officer in connection with the print- 
ing ol ballot papers. He was also appointed as the 
authorised representative in respect of Chamaraja- 
nagar Lok Saoha Constituency. It may be mentioned 
here that the Deputy Commissioner Mysore was the 
Returning Officer ol both the Mysore Lok Sabha 
Constituency and Chamarajanagar Lok Sabha consti- 
tuency. The evidence of this witness was recorded in 
E. P. 3 of 1971 and by consent of parties the said 
evidence Is treated as common evidence In this case 
also. The evidence of thisi witness has been marked 
a« Exhibit ft 6 in this case. His evidence Is that he 
came to Bangalore on 12th February, 1971 in connec- 
tion with the printing of ballot papers for Chamaraja- 
nugar and Mysore Lok Sabha Constituencies end he 
wac attending to that worx at the Government Central 
Press, Bangalore, between 13 th February, 1971 and 
20th February, 1971- He has stated that he approved 
the prools of ballot papers and after the ballot papers 
were printed he individually checked all the ballot 
papers. After the ballot papers were so checked and 
bundled into bundles of 600 each, they were placed 
In ricul'vood boxes and thereafter he carried them 
under Police escort to Mysore City. In cross-examina- 
tion, he has stated that ne had brought some Assistants 
to help him in connection with the checking of ballot 
papers. He has further stated that between the 12th 
and 16th of February 1971 the printing of ballot papers 
was going on and between the 16th and 19tn the sort- 
ing work according to serial number and bundling was 
done. He took delivery of the ballot papers on the 20th 
morning and carried them the same day to Mysore. 
He has denied the allegation that the ballot papers 
after tney were printed had been removed oulside the 
Press befmc they were made ready lor despatch to 
the Returning Officer. On reading the evidence of this 
witness snd the other witnesses examined on behalf 
cf Ihc respondents as a whole. I am sat,isJi n d that 
adequate arrangements had been made regarding the 
security of the ballot paper s at the Government Central 
Press and the ballot paper-? were never removed from 
the promises of the Government Central Press until 
they were actually delivered to the authorised 
representatives for the purpose of being carried to 
constituencies. 

Sri R. Venkateswara Rao, the learned counsel for 
the petitioner urged that the Chief ideetoial Officer 
had not produced the sample of the paper used for the 
printing of ballot papers which had been retained at 
the Government Central Fress, Bangalore even though 
he was calted upon to do so by the petitioner, and, 
therefore, an adverse inference should be drawn 
against him. In reply to the memo of the petitioner 
calling upon the Chief Electoral Officer to produce the 
said sample paper, the Additional Government 
Advocate had stated that the paper was with the 
Government Central Press 1 and the petitioner could 
take steps to summon it. Neither the Director ol 
Government Central press nor the State of Mysore is 
a party to this petition and the Government Central 
Press is not under the Chief Electoral Officer- It was 
open to the petitioner in these circumstances to have 
taken steps to summon the said paper from the Gov- 
ernment Central Press which he has not done. 
No adverse inference can therefore be drawn against 
the Chief Electoral Officer on this ground. 

It was next contended by the counsel for the peti- 
tioner that the chemical analysis of the ink that was 
used at the polling stations for the purpose of making 
the voting marks on the ballot paper s had not been 
produced by the Election Commission. The petitioner 
cannot make a grievance of this because he had not 
Baked the Election Commission to produce the seme. 
One other ground urged by Sri R. V. Rao was that the 
Stock Ledger of the Government Central Press, Banga- 
lore, had not been produced by the Chief Electoral 
Officer. As already stated the Chief Electoral Officer 
could not be called upon to produce any document 
which was In the custody of the Government Central 


Press. Hence the petitioner cannot also make a grie- 
vance ol it. The allegation that any or the ballot 
papers had been removed trom the premises of the 
Press to some other place after they were printed 
and before they were delivered to the agent of the 
Returning Officer for purposes of treating mem chemi- 
cally is baseless. I also held that the allegations made 
by tho petitioners against the Election Commission in 
the petnion are untrue. 

It is significant that the petitioner did not make any 
enquiry at the Government Central Press, Banagalore, 
to ilnd out whether the ballot papers had at all been 
removed to some other place, it may be mentioned 
here that the Government Central Press, Bangalore, 
was a department of the State Government and during 
the relevant time, the Government in the State of 
Mysore was being run by the members of Indian 
National Congress (O) party. It is, therefore, very" 
difficult to accept the case of the petitioner that in col- 
lusion with or with the connivance of the Election 
Commission, that somebody was able to treat the 
ballot papers chemically. 

The petitioner has also not placed before the Court 
any positive evidence to show that the ballot 
papers had been taken out of the premise^ of the Gov- 
ernment Central Press by somebody with the object of 
chemically treating them and replacing them by an- 
other set of chemically treated ballot papers. 

At this stage, I may refer to the prayer made by the 
petitioner In an Inter-locutory Application seeking 
permission of the court to recall O. P. Dharmarah 
again and to allow the ballot papers used at the elec- 
tion to be subjected to a chemical examination. I am 
of the opinion that in the circumstances of this case, 
no case has been made out for any further investiga- 
tion in this case. Tho said Inter-locutory Application 
is, therefore, rejected. 

Neither in the petition nor in the course of the evi- 
dence, the petitioner has suggested any motive which 
must have prompted the Chief Election Commissioner 
to become a party to the alleged act ol chemical treat- 
ment oi ballot papers. Having regard to the status 
which is assigned to the Election Commission and the 
security of tenure guaranteed to the Chief 
Ejection Commissioner In the Constitution of India, it 
is very difficult to belie /e that the Chief Election Com- 
missioner wag interested in one political party as 
against others. It appears Lhat when the petitioner 
and several others who opposed the Congress trt) 
party, failed very badly at the election even Inplaces 
where they were sure of thefr success and being unable 
to explain the cause for their failure, were in search of 
an alibi, the theory that the elections were rigged by 
resorting to chemical treatment of ballot papers which 
was th e figment of the imagination of a deeply disap- 
pointed person with a fertile brain and which was 
given wide publicity just before the time for filling 
election petitions wag over, was readily adopted by 
them as a ground to challenge the elections to some 
successful candidtes. It is unfortunate that such grave 
allegations have been made In these proceedings with- 
out due verification. It is significant that the petitioner 
was not able to furnish an v particulars about any of 
the persons involved In the alleged corrupt practice, 
but only relied upon the evidence of some witnesses 
who have given evidence regarding some peculiar 
features which they observed in some of the ballot 
papers at the time of counting. The result of the 
visual examination of the ballot papers both used and 
unused, and the other material which is available In 
the case totally belle the story that the ballot papers 
had been chemically treated and lead me to the con- 
clusion that the allegation that certain peculiar features 
were observed by the witnesses for the petitioner at 
the time of counting must have been invented as an 
after thought to suit th e theory that the success of the 
Congress (R) party was on account of the chemical 
treatment of ballot papers. After giving my anxious 
consideration to all aspects of this case, I feel that the 
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allegations made against the Election Commission and 
tne oincials connected witn me eiecuun process are 
wholly unjustified. 1 tuiiy exoneiate the c-iwei Elec- 
tion Commissioner, the Chief Electoral Officer, the Re- 
turning Officer and till other officers who were entrusted 
with uie duties connected wun me election tn an me 
charges and other veiled and sinister suggestions made 
ogaxnsi cnem. 

I, tnereiore, hold on Issue No. 1 (a) the petitioner 
has tailed to prove tnat the ruooer stamping on the 
symbol ot 'cow and call' on targe numuer ol uaiiot 
papers used in the election had been maae by a mecna- 
mcal process on chemically treated ballot papers and 
not by voters; and on issue i(D) that the petitioner 
ha s tailed to prove tnat an appreciable percentage ot 
bauot papers were subjected to chemical treatment, 
issue no. 1 (c) thereioie, uoes not survive. 

Re: Issue No. Vi. 

The next issue for consideration is Issue No. VI viz., 
whether the Election Commission is a necessary paity 
to the election petition, it was contended by Sri e. G- 
Sunoara Swamy, learned counsel tor respondent-:!, 
tnat in view ox Section 82 ot tne Representation of 
People Act, 1951, it was not open to the petitioner 
to implead any person other man the candidates as 
respondents to the petition. On going through Section 
82, 1 leel that the said Section only preccnbes tnat ail 
the contesting candidates should be made parties to an 
election petition. It does not say that no other person 
should made a party to the election petition. When 
allegations of corrupt practice are made in an election 
petition, against some persons other than a candidate, 
mere is nothing wrong in impleading tnem as parties 
even at the stage of the presentation of the petition- 
ft may be mentioned that under Section 99- of the Re- 
presentation of People Act if the Court trying an elec- 
tion petition wants to hold a person other than a can- 
didate guilty of corrupt practice it has to issue a notice 
to him and then decide the said question. That only 
shows that persons other than the candidates could be 
made parties to an election petition. Even it it is to be 
held that the Election Commission was not a necessary 
party. I feel that the Election Commission in the cir- 
cumstances of this case wa s a proper party. 1, there- 
fore, hold on Issue No. VII that respondent-3 Election 
Commission of India is a proper party though not a 
necessary party to the petition. 

Re: Issue No. IX. 

In view of my findings on Issue Nos. 1(a), (b) and 
(c), this petition fails and ig dismissed. 

In view of the baseless allegations made in the peti- 
tion, I feel that in the circumstances of the caSe, the 
petitioner should be directed to pay by way of costs 
Rs. 650/- to respondent-1; Rs. 650/- to respondent-3 and 
Rs. 650/- to respondents 4 and 5 together. 

(Sd.) E. S. Venkataramiah/ 
Judge 7-12-1972. 

[No. 82/MY/6/72.] 
New Delhi, the 29 th June 1972 

S.O. 2712. — In pursuance of Section 106 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the 
Election Commission hereby publishes the Order, dated 
the 10th January, 1972 of the High Court of Gujarat 
at Ahmedabad in Election Petition No. 1 of 1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT AT 
AHMEDABAD 

Election Petition No. 1 of 1971 

Shri Prasannadas Damodardas Patwari, adult, occu- 
pation social worker, residing at Pritamnagar, Ellis- 
bridge, Ahmedabad — Petitioner. 

Versus 

1. Shri Indulal Kanaiyalal Yagnik, residing at 
Mission Road, Ahmedabad. 


2. Shri Jaykrishna Harivallabhdas, residing at 

Enamoag, AnmeoaDad-4. 

3. Shri Jaysukhlah T. Parmar, 165, Harijan Ashram, 

Eaoarmuu, Anmedabaa-m. 

4. Sim P. it. Parmar, residing "Jatan” Chimanlal 

uiranauai Kuau, Einsunuge, Anmedabau-t>. 

5. Shri Bipm Krisnna Panoya, residing at 6, 

jayesnwar society, Enamoag, .a..-!. 

6. Shri V. B. Raju residing at A, ev.h 

society, Afuneaaoaa-a. 

7. Shri V. I. Parmar, residing at 531, Harijan Vasj 

Enoch Amli, bemnd Praaash Cinema, Ahmed- 
abad — Respondents. 

Mr. C, T. Daru with Mr. H. B. Shah for the petitioner; 

Mr. R. M. Mehta with Mr. G. A. Pandit and Mr. J. C. 
Shan for Respondent No. 1, 

Rest of the Respondents served. 

Coram: Division. J. 10-1-72 

The petitioner herein has challenged the election from 
Ahmeuaoao Parliamentary Constituency for tne purpose 
or election to ihe Eok Sacha, ins name was snown m 
tne Electoral Roe ot tins constituency tor tne election 
to tne eoe sabha neiu on Marcn, 1 , 197i. He has 
cnailenged herein tne election of respondent No. t, 
who was declared by the autnorities concerned to have 
been elected to tne Eok Sabha from Ahmedabad Parlia- 
mentary Constituency as a result of the election held 
on March 1, 1971. the seven candidates, wao are ail 
joined as respondents Nos. 1 to 7, were the contesting 
candidates at this election. Out of them, respondent 
No. i, who was the successful candidate, was an inde- 
pendent candidate supported by Congress led by Shri 
jagjivan Ram therein after referred to as Congress 
(RjJ. The second respondent was the candidate, 
sponsored by the Congress led by Shri Nijlingappa 
inereinaf ler referred to as Congress (O)J. As the time 
of allocation of symbols, a reserved symbol of Congress 
lR), namely ‘Calf and Cow’ was allocated to the first 
respondent and the reserved election symbol of ‘Woman 
at the spinning wheel’ was allocated to the second res- 
pondent. It is the contention of the petitioner that 
the allocation of the symbol of calf and cow as one of 
the reserved symbols was not properly done by the 
Election Commissioner. Though several contentions 
have been taken up in the petition and though appro- 
priate denial are to be found in the written statement 
of the first respondent, at the time of the final hearing 
of the petition, the only point, which was canvassed 
before me is that of corrupt practices mentioned in 
sub-section (3) of section 123 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 195; (h,-. h. C’t, :■ rferred to as ‘the 
Act’, inasmuch as b;- '.i:.,- •>::.•.<< .1 of calf and cow 

the first respondent i -j- .. io used a religious 

symbol for the furtherance of the prospects of his elec- 
tion and thereby committed a corrupt practice. The 
final arguments and the evidence have been restricted 
to this plea only, and it is not necessary for me to set 
out in elaborate detail the other contentions and also 
refer to the issues in connection with those other con- 
tentions. 

Under section 123 of the Act, the definitions of cor- 
rupt practices for the purpose of the Act have been 
set out in different sub-sections, and sub-section (3j 
provides that the use of a religious symbol for the 
furtherance of the prospects of the election of a candi- 
date is one of the corrupt practices defined by section 
123 under section 100 subject to the provisions of sub- 
section (2) of that section if the High Court' is of the 
opinion that any corrupt practice is committed by a 
returned cer/vdate or his election agent or by any other 
person with the consent of a returned candidate or his 
election agent, it will be obligatory on the High Court 
to declare the election of the returned candidate to be 
void. Under this sub-section, Ca) if in the opinion of 
the High Court a returned candidate has been guilty 
by an agent other than his election agent, of any corrupt 
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practice but (b) the High Court is satisfied that no 
such corrupt practice was commuted at the election 
py the candidate or his election agent and every auen 
corrupt practice was committed contrary to the orders 
and without the consent of the candidaLe or his election 
agent; (cl that tne candidate and ms election agent 
tooK all reasonable means lor preventing tne commis- 
sion 01 corrupt practices at me election; and (a) mat 
in all other respects election was tree from any corrupt 
practice on the part of the candidate or any of ms 
agents, then the High Court may decide that the election 
of the returned candidate is not void. The provisions 
of sub-section (2) of section 100 of the Act have not 
been invoked in the present case, and the contention 
is t-iat because of the corrupt practice, namely the 
use of the religious symbol for the furtherance of the 
prospects of his election committed by the first res- 
pondent and by his agents and other persons with the 
consent of the first respondent, the High Court must 
set aside the election of the first respondent and declare 
the election of the first respondent to the Lok Sabha 
In this particular constituency to be void. 


I may mention at this stage that out of the issues 
framed in this petition, issues Nos. 1 and 2 were raised 
on Dehalf of tne first respondent regarding the main- 
tainability of this petition in view of some of the pro- 
visions of the Act and In view of the decided cases 
on the point. Issues Nos. 1 and 2 were, thereiore, heard 
as preliminary issues and by my judgment datua 
August 20, 1971 (Annexure). 1 answered issue No. 2 m 
the negative and held that the petition was maintain - 
able. So far as issue No. 1 was concerned, it was not 
necessary for me to decide that issue and the only 
issue which was to be decided was issue No. 2. Against 
my decision on that preliminary issue holding that the 
petition was not liable to be dismissed because of the 
non-joinder of Vasudev Tripathl, the first respondent 
filed a letters Patel AppeaL During the pendency of 
that Letters patent Appeal under clause 15 of the 
Letters patent, the heating of the present petition was 
adjourned, and by Its judgment dated November 10, 
1971 the Division Bench consisting of Bhagwatl C.J, 
and TO Mehta, J., dismissed the Letters patent Appeal, 
in order to enable the first respondent to prefer an 
appeal to the Supreme Court, the Division Bencn 
aranted time and thereafter this petition was taken uw 
for hearing. The first respondent does not appear to 
have filed any appeal to the Supreme Court against 
the decision of the Division Bench, and on the expiry 
of the period of stay granted by the Division Benc.n 
at the time of deciding the Letters Patent Appeal, I 
took up the Election petition lor final hearing. 


In order to appreciate the evidence and the rival 
contentions I must point out that in order to come M> 
the conclusion that the corrupt practices alleged to have 
been committed by the first respondent has been com- 
mitted, the Court must come to the following cone u- 
eions: — 

(1) that there was the use of a symbol by the first 
respondent; 

(2) that the symbol used by the first respondent 
was a religious symbol; and 

(3) that such use was made by the first respondent 
for the furtherance of his prospects at the 
election. Unless all these ingredients are found 
against the first respondent and in favour of 
the petitioner, namely that there was the use 
of this particular symbol of calf and cow oy 
the first respondent further that the symbol of 
calf and cow Is a religious symbol; and thirdly 
that this symbol of call and cow was used by 
the first respondent lor furtherance of the pros- 
peets of his election, it Is not possible for me 
to hold that the particular corrupt practice 
alleged by the petitioner as against the first 
rei pendent was committed. 


Before going to the merits and discussion of the 
decisions on uie point, i must point out mat under 
section BA of tne Act, a person found guilty of a cor- 
rupt practice, by an order made under sec. 99 , shall 
be disqualified for a period ol six years from the date 
on which that order takes effect. Under section 11 at 
the Actj the Election Commission has been empowered 
for reasons to be recorded to remove any disqualifica- 
tion for corrupt practice under section BA of tne Act 
? r pe . nod oj: any such disqualification. Sec- 

tion 98 of the Act mys down that at the conclusion 
of the trial of an election, the High Court shall make 
an order dismissing the election petition; or declare 
the election of all or any ol the returned candidates 
to be void; or declaring the election of all or any of 
the returned candidates to be void and the petitioner 
or any other candidate to have been duly elected. It 
may be pointed out that prayer (B) In para 25 of the 
petition is lor a declaration that respondent No. 2 shou a 
De declared to have been duly, elected from this Con- 
stltuency at this election. Thus, the prayers in this 
petition have been asked for in the light of the provi- 
sions of section 98(c) of the Act. Under section 99 of 
the Act, at the time of making an order under section 
9o, the High Court shall also make an order in 
case of any charge made in the petition of any corrupt 
practice having been committed at the election; record- 
ing a finding whether any corrupt practice has or has 
not been proved to have been committed at the election 
and the nature of that corrupt practice; and the names 
of all persons, if any, who have been proved guilty 
of any corrupt practice and the nature of that practice. 
This naming of the persons who are found to have 
been guilty of any corrupt practice results in the dis- 
qua-ifieation under section 8A of the Act. It is, there- 
fore, in the light of these provisions of the Act, that I 
have to consider the question ol the particular corrupt 
practice that the first respondent is alleged to have 
committed for the furtherance of the prospects of his 
election, 


Mr. Mehta, for the first respondent, urged two conten- 
tions on the interpretation of sec. 123(3) of the Act, 
His first contention was that since a corrupt practice 
is likely to lead to serious consequences entailing dis- 
qualification of the persons found guilty of the Com- 
mission of a corrupt practice, the doctrine of Mens red 
should be applied, and unless the person alleged to 
have committed a corrupt practice, intentionally and 
will „_ty does so, he should not be found guilty of the 
Commission of this corrupt practice. His second con- 
tention was that in the light of the facts of this case, 
the use of an election symbol reserved for a particular 
political party by the election commission Is not a 
voluntary act of the political party and all candidates 
sponsored by the political party or supported by that 
Party are obliged to use that particular reserved symbol. 
He, therefore, contended that in no circumstances the 
use of such a symbol amounts to a corrupt practice, 
even if the symbol in question is held to be a religious 
symbol. 


Taking up the first contention regarding mens rea. 
It Is clear that the Legislature has provided that all 
voters should cast their votes freely and without any 
pressure being brought directly or indirectly up on them 
to vote for a particular candidate because of extrane- 
ous sentiments. Under sub-section (1) of section 123 
of the Act, '‘Bribery'’ has been defined; under sub- 
section (2), "under influence" has been defined; and 
under sub-section (3) of the said section different types 
of other corrupt practices are set out. The whole 
object of the Legislature in defining these different 
corrupt practices Is to see that at the time when the 
vote is cast by the voter he shall not be swayed by 
canvassing, officers of gift, or by threats of divine 
pressure or by threats of being an object of spiritual 
or divline displeasure or by appeal on the ground of the 
religion, race, caste, community or language of the 
candidate in question, I am not dealing with all the 
different types of corrupt practices which are defined 
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in section 123, but I am mentioning of those corrupt 
practices merely with a view to point out that the 
object of the Legislature is to ensure free election at 
which the voter can cast his vote for a political reasons 
and other things from whatever source are excluded 
from the mind of the voter. Therefore, if it is found 
that there has been an appeal to a national symbol 
or there has been an appeal in the name of religion, 
or race, caste or community or language, the fact of 
such appeal etc., would itself be sufficient to constitute 
a corrupt practice. In my opinion the Legislature has 
laid down in broad language an ingredient of mens Tea 
as specifically mentioned in section 123, and in parti- 
cular mens rea as an essential ingredient of the different 
forms or of corrupt practices. In view of the legal 
object sought to be achieved by the Legislature, 
namely free election, the Commission of corrupt prac- 
tice should be considered as creating an absolute 
liability that is, irrespective of mental state, In these 
circumstances, this particular contention of Mr. Mehta 
must fail so far as the interpretation of section 123(3) 
of the Act, is concerned. 

In order to appreciate the other contention regarding 
the interpretation of section 123(3) it is necessary to 
refer to some of the statutory orders in connection with 
the allotment of symbols. Rule making power has been 
conferred upon the Government by section 159 of the 
Act after consulting tho election Commission to make 
rules by notification in the Official Gazette for carrying 
out the purposes of the Act. Under sub-section (2) of 
section 169, in particular and without prejudice to the 
generality of the foregoing power, the rules made by 
the Central Government may provide, inter alia for the 
manner in which votes are to be given both generally 
and in the case of Illiterate voter or voters und"r 
physical or other disability. The Central Government 
made rules called “The Conduct of Election Rules, 
1961”, acting under the powers. Under rule 5, a pro- 
vision is mnde for symbols for election in parliamentary 
and assembly constituencies. Sub-rule (1) of rule 5 
provides that the Election Commission shall, by noti- 
fication In the Gazette of India and in the Official 
Gazette of each State, specify the symbols that may 
be chosen by candidates at elections in parliamentary 
or assembly constituencies and tbe restrictions to which 
their choice shall be subject, Sub-rule (3) of Rule 5 
provides that where at any such election, more nomi- 
nation papers than one are delivered by or on behalf 
of a candidate, the declaration as to symbols made in 
the nomination! paper first delivered, and no other 
declaration as to symbols shall be taken into considera- 
tion under rule 10 even if that nomination paper has 
been rejected. Under rule 10(41, at an election in n 
parliamentary or assembly constituency, wh a re a noil 
becomes necessary, the returning officer shall consider 
the choice of symbols expressed by the contesting 
candidates in their nomination papers and shall, sub- 
lect to nnv general or special direction issued in this 
behalf by the E'ectlon Commission f a) allotted different 
symbol to each contesting candidate In conformity, as 
far as practicable, with his choice; and (b) if mo-e 
contesting candidates than one have indicated their 
p-eference for the same symbol, decide bv lot to which 
of such candidates the symbol will be allotted Rule 39 
lavs down In the area the voting procedure, and under 
clause (b) of sub-rule (2) of rule 39, the elector in 
order to cast hts vote, has to make a mark on the 
ballot paper with the instrument supplied for the pur- 
pose on or near the svmbol of the candidate for whom 
he intends to vote. The Election Commission has made 
an Order, called “The Election Symbols (Reservation 
and Allotment) Order. 1968”. This Order has been 
made In exercise of the powers conferred by Article 
324 of the Contention of the Constitution read with 
Rule 5 and Rule 10 or the Conduct of Elections Rules 
1961. Under clause 4 of this Order, in every contested 
election a symbol shall be allotted to a contesting candi- 
date in accordance with the provisions of this Order 
and different symbols shall he aflotted to different con- 
testing candidate at an election in the sapae constituency, 


Under clause 5, it has been provided that for the pur- 
pose of this Order symbols are either reserved or f ree. 
Sub-clause (2) provides that save as otherwise provided 
In this Order, a reserved symbol is a symbol which is 
reserved for a recognised political party for exclusive 
allotment to contesting candidates set up by that party 
and under sub-clause (3) of cl. 5 a free symbol :s a 
symbol other than a reserved symbol. Clause 6 Pro- 
vides for classification of political parties and lays 
down the conditions for such recognition: and clause 7 
provides for recognition of a political party ns national 
party, that is, a recognised political party, in four or 
more states and if it is a recognised party in less 

than four states, it is to be known as a State party 

in the State or States Government. Under O’. 8. a 
candidate set up toy a national party at any election 
In any constituency In India shall choose, and shall 
he allotted, a symbol, reserved for that party and no 
other symbol. Similarly, under sub-clause (2) of clause 
B. a candidate set up by a State party at an election in 

any constituency in a State in which such party is a 

State party, shaE choose, and shall be allotted the 
symbol reserved for that party In that State and no 
other svmbol. Under sub-clause (3) of clause 8, a 
reserved svmbol shall not be chosen by, or allotted 
to. any candidate in anv constituency other than a 
candidate set up by a national narty for whom such 
symbol has been reserved or a candidate set up by a 
State party for whom such svmbol has been reserved 
In tbe State in which it is a State party even if no 
candidate has been set up by such national or State 
party in that constituency. 

In view of these different provisions of the Conduct 
of Elections Rules, 1961 and of the Election Symbols 
(Reservation and Allotment) Order, 1968, Mr. Mehta 
contended that it Is not open to a candidate set up hy 
a national nolitical pa-tv to opt for any particular 
symbol and he is obliged to adopt,' that par- 
ticular election symbol of his part as his own symol. 
H<\ therefore, contended that because of such an obli- 
gation cast upon him, the use of such an election sym- 
bol in connection with one’s election should, in no cir- 
cumstances, be held to amount to a corrupt practice of 
the use of religious svmbol for furtherance of election 
prospects of the candidate concerned. There is con- 
side-able force in this contention of Mr, Mehta. At 
first glance, it nppoars unreasonable that a candidntc 
should be penalised for the use of a particular symbol 
in the choice of which he has no say and if ultimately 
it is held bv the High Court on an election petition 
that the particular symbol allotted to him was a religi- 
ous symbol, such candidate has, to nay the npnaltv 1 v 
having his ejection declared void. To my mind, there 
are two grounds on which this contention of M-. Mehta 
must be rejected. In the first place. th“ Election Com- 
mission would not ordinarily select an election svmbol 
for a particular party or for a nn-tirnlar candidate 
either as a reserved svmhol or as a free svmbol, which 
is capable of b e | n a held as a religious svmbol O-din* 
arilv. therefo-e, thp Election ComrMgilnn would only 
shot a symbol as would not offend against the Provi- 
sions of the Act. Rut if bv chance It does allocnte 
a particular symbol as election symbol and if that 
svmbol Is held to be a religious svmbol or a nationnl 
symbol, thp election of the candidate not to be sup- 
ported bv a political party or not to be set up a 
particular political party if he finds that the election 
svmbol reserved for the political party is a religious 
or a national symbol. 

In this connection, it would he worth while to con- 
sider the reasons which have l«d to the adoption of 
the symbol of election symbols nnd°r our election Law. 
Jn Rad.iti AU and Another v. the Election Commission 
of India and others (Civil Appeal No. 70 of 1971) de- 
cided bv tbe Supreme Court on November, 11, 1971. 
the Rimrprno Court considered inter alia, as to why 
symbols were introduced in tbe ballot papers- The 
«i;tv-*>tpp Court observed in that case: 

“It is well known that overwhelming mp-crity of 
the electors are illiterate. It was realised that 
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in view of the handicap of illiteracy, it might 
not be possible for the illiterate voters to cast 
their votes in favour of the candidate of their 
choice unless there was some pictorial repre- 
sentation on the ballot paper itself whereby 
such voters might identify the candidate of 
their choice. Symbols were accordingly brought 
into use. Symbols or emblems are not a 
peculiar feature of the election law of India. 
In some countries, details in the form of 
letters of alphabet or numbers added against 
. the name of each candidate while in others 
resort is made to symbols or emblems.' The 
object is to ensure that the process of election 
is a genuine and fair as possible and that no 
elector should suffer from any handicap, in 
casting his vote in favour of a candidate of 
his choice.” 

Since election symbols are meant to enable the illiter- 
ate voters to identify on the ballot paper the candidate 
of their choice and to enable them to vote for that 
particular candidate of their choice, it is all the more 
desirable that the voters of such illiterate voters should 
not be cast by any appeal to extraneous considerations 
like appeals in the name or religion or appeal to religi- 
ous sentiments or national sentiments by using a religi- 
ous symbol or- a national symbol as the election symbol 
of any particular candidate. As I observed above, it 
is extremely unlikely that any symbol which is likely 
to be held as a religious symbol c tr a national symbol 
will be permitted to be used as an election symbol or 
will be allotted as an election symbol by the Election 
Commission. But. if such an extremely unlikely event 
does happen, and a religious symbol or a national 
symbol is allotted to a political party or to a candidate 
as election symbol, it can not be said that the election 
of the particular candidate who uses such election 
symbol is either fair or free, and under these circum- 
stances, keeping in view the main object of election 
law of India to ensure free and fair election, it is con- 
siderable that section 123(3) of the Act should be so 
interpreted that if the election symbol allotted to a 
particular candidate turns out, in the opinion of the 
High Court, to be a religious symbol or a national 
symbol the use of such an election symbol for the 
furtherance of the election prospects of the candidate 
must necessarily be held to be a corrupt practice. 

It is. open to a candidate to point out to the Election 
Commission that the particular symbol allotted to his 
party or to himself is likely to be held to be a religious 
symbol or a national symbol and the use of t’~at elec- 
tion symbol for the furtherance of the prospects of 
his election is likely to be held a corrupt practice and 
hence that particular election symbol should not be 
allotted to his political party or to himself. But if 
with his eyes open a candidate mak^s use of a particular 
election symbol, which is ultimately held by the High 
Court to be a religious symbol, the election of a re- 
turned candidate, who has made use of such symbol 
must be declared to be void, because he cannot be 
allowed to reap the benefits of something which is 
contrary to the very basis of the election law, ensuing 
of free and fair election. In these circumstances. I 
reject the second contention of Mr. Mehta as regards 
the interpretation of section 123(3) of the Act. 

Turning now to the ingredients of section 123(3), of 
the Act. it is clear from the materiel on the record 
in this case that the first respondent was a candidate 
supported bv Congress (R). In his nomination panes, 
which is port of Ex ‘G’ collectively, the first respondent 
himself indicated that he was being supported W the 
Congress (R) and that he had selected the svmhol of 
calf and cow. Tt is also cl°a- from the return of el na- 
tion expanses filed by the petitioner, which i~ marked 
as an Exhibit in this case, on January 4. 1971. the peti- 
tioner had paid an amount of t?s. fine to th° ’c-d 
organisers of Congress (Rt as deposit, and the reW-mf, 
receipt for the said amount of Rs. 500 is also exhibited 


in this case. Ex. *C’ is a poster showing the photo- 
graph of the first respondent and the election symbol 
of calf and cow, and Ex. ‘D’ shows that at the instance 
of Congress (R) 3500 copies of this poster were printed 
A handbill selling out the election manifesto of the first 
respondent is also on the record in this case and the 
handbill also displays the election symbol of calf and 
cow. It is in evidence of witnesses examined in the 
case on behalf of the petitioner and not seriously chal- 
lenged by the first respondent’s counsel in cross- 
examination, that these handbills were distributed as 
part of the election propaganda of the first respondent, 
and thus the symbol of calf and cow was used by the 
first respondent for the furtherance of his election pros- 
pects or put it slightly in a different way, in the 
language of the Supreme Court in Sadiq Ali andAnr. 
v. Election Commission of India and Ors. (supra), to 
enable the illiterate voters to identify the name of the 
first respondent on the ballot paper and to enable them 
to cast their votes for the first respondent. In view of 
all this evidence, it must follow that the first respon- 
dent used the symbol 0 f calf and cow, and he made such 
use for furtherance of his election prospects. Thus, 
two of the three ingredients of the definition of this 
particular corrupt practice alleged to have been com- 
mitted by the respondent No. 1 as mentioned in section 
123(3) of the Act are clearly established, and the only 
remaining question now required to be considered is 
whether the symbol of calf and cow is a religious 
symbol. 

In order to decide whether the symbol of calf and 
cow is a religious symbol, it is necessary to under- 
stand what is meant by a symbol; Secondly, what is 
meant by a religious symbol; and what is meant by 
religion in this context. Now it is necessary to 
emphasise at this stage that there is no allegation 
against the first respondent that either he or his election 
agent or any other person with his consent appealed to 
the voters in the name of religion. The corrupt practice 
of appeal in the name of religion falls under the cate- 
gory of “undue influence” set out in sub-section (2) of 
section 123 of the Act and is different from the use of 
a religious symbol for furtherance of the prospects of 
the election of a particular candidate. Therefore, in 
arriving at my conclusion on this point, I must clearly 
bear in mind the distinction between the use of religious 
symbol and appeal on the ground of religion. As to 
what constitutes a symbol, the Supreme Court has 
observed in Jagdev Singh v Pratav Singh. A.I.R. 1965 
S.C. 183; “A symbol stands for or represents something 
material or abstract”. Again, in Ramanlal v. Dabhi 
Ajitkumar. A.I.R. 1965 S.C. 689 Mudhojkar J: deliver- 
ing the judgment of the Supreme Court, has adapted 
the following definition of the word “Symbol” from 
the Webster’s New World Dictionary: — 

“Something that stands for or represents another 
thing: especially an object used to represent 
something abstract: emblem; as, the dove is a 
svmhol of peace, the cross is the symbol of 
Christianity.” 

In Election petition No. 24 of 1967 decided by me on 
October 23. 1967. the auestion before me was whether 
a pictorial representation of Mahatma Gandhi was a 
national symbol, and in that connection, after referring 
to the decision of Ramanlal v. Dabhi Ajitkumar 
(suora). and citing the above passage from the judg- 
ment of Madhulkar J, I observed: — 

“Before the petitioner can succeed in his conten- 
tion regarding the use of national svmbol. he 
must first satisfy me that the pictorial repre- 
sentation of Mahatma Gandhi is a national 
svmbol. It is not an emblem and it cannot he 
said to be an emblem in this cont°xt merely 
because by virtue of the provisions of Emblems 
Act that pictorial representation has been 
laid down to be an emblem for tVie purnoaes 
of that Act. Now, a symbol reaT.y speaking 
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must be something that stands for or repre- 
sents another thing and a pictorial represen- 
tation of Mahatma Gandhi himself. It is true 
that by long association of ideas and by ac- 
ceptance by the nation as a whole, even a 
pictorial representation of somebody's figure 
may be capable of evoking national sentiments 
or national feelings. In the two illustrations 
given by Webster’s New World Dictionary, 
which definition has been accepted by the 
Supreme Court, the dove is a symbol of peace 
and the cross is the symbol of Christianity. 
The dove has so much been accepted as a 
symbol of peace that when one sees a picture 
of a dove, by association of ideas the concept 
of peace is brought into forefront of one’s 
mind. Similarly, when one sees the picture 
of the cross, by association of ideas Christianity 
Is evoked. Therefore, the correct test, in my 
opinion," of judging whether a particular object 
is a symbol for another object or not is to find 
out whether by common acceptance by a fairly 
large number of people there Is such associa- 
tion of ideas between what is stated to be the 
symbol and the concept or the Idea or the 
object of which it Is the symbol that by look- 
ing at the symbolic object the whole idea or 
the whole concept is evoked in the mind of 
the viewer.” 

I see no reason to differ from that conclusion of mine 
regarding the test for determining whether a parti- 
cular pictorial representation amounts to a symbol or 
not. In the light of the fact that, there is no subsequent 
decision of the Supreme Court laying down a different 
test, and applying that test in the Instant case, what 
I have to decide is whether the pictorial representa- 
tion of calf and cow by common acceptance by a fairly 
large number of people evokes religious Ideas or religi- 
ous sentiments in the mind of the viewer. It is con- 
tended that the pictorial representation of calf and cow 
Is a religious symbol, and as opinion out by Shah J. in 
Jaadev Singh v. Pratap Singh (supra), at. p. 107. "In 
order to be a religious symbol, there must be a visible 
representation of a thing or concept which is religious”. 
Therefore, the question that 1 have to ask myself is 
whether the calf and cow is a visible representation 
of a thing or concept which is religious. 

In order to find out what is a religious object or 
concept, no better guide can be found than the observa- 
tions of Mukherjea. J. in Ratilal Panachand Ghandhi 
v, State of Bombay and others, 1954 S.C.R. 1055. The 
Supreme Court In that case was considering the provi- 
sions of some of the sections of the Bombay public 
Trust Act In the light of the challenge made to those 
provisions on the footing that those sections violated 
the fundamental rights guaranteed by the Constitu- 
tion under Articles 25 and 20- It is well known that 
Article 25 gives guarantee of freedom of conscience and 
the right to free profession, practice and propagation 
of religion; and Article 26 guarantees the right to 
establish and manage institutions for religious and 
charitable purposes and to manage its own affairs in 
matters of religion. The question before the Sxireme 
Court was where the line was to be drawn between 
what are matters of religion and what are. not 
Mukheriea J, in this connection, therefore, observed 
at p. 1064; 

"Our Constitution-makers have made no attempt to 
define what relicion is and it is certainly not 
Dossible to frame an exhaustive definition of 
the word ‘reli a ion’ which would be .applicable 
to all classes of persons.” 

As has been indicated in the Madras case referred to 
shove, the definition of ‘religion’ given bv Field? .T in 
the American c a: e of Pr/nfs v. Besson (133 U.S. 393), 
does' not seem to us adequate or precise: “The term 
‘religion’ ihus observed the learned Judge in the case 
mentioned above, "has reference to one’s views of his 


relations to his Creator and to the obligations they 
imposed of reverence for His Being and character and 
of obedience to His Will. It is often confounded with 
cultus or form of worship 0 f a particular sect, but 
is distinguishable from the latter”. It may be noted 
that 'religion’ Is not necessarily theistic and In fact 
there are well known religious In India like Budhism 
and Jainism which do not believe in the existence of 
God or of any Intelligent First Cause. A religion un- 
doubtedly has its basis in a system of beliefs and 
doctrines which are regarded by those who profess 
their religion to be conducive to their spiritual well 
being, but It would not be correct to say, as seems 
to have been suggested by one of the learned Judges 
of the High Court, that matters of religion are nothing 
but matters of religious faith and religious belief. A 
religion is not merely an opinion, doctrine or belief. 
It has its out ward expression In acts as well. We may 
quote in this connection the observations of Latham 
C.J, of the High Court of Australia in the case of 
Adelaide Company v. The Commonwealth (67 C.L.R. 
116; 124), where the extent of protection given to 
religious freedom by section 116 of the Australian 
Constitution came up for consideration. 

“It is sometimes suggested in discussions on the sub- 
ject of freedom of religion that though the civil Govern- 
ment should not interfere with religious opinions It 
nevertheless may deal as it pleases with any acts which 
are done in pursuance of religious belief without 
Infringing the principle of freedom of religion. It 
appears to me to be difficult to maintain this distinc- 
tion as relevant to the interpretation of section 110, 
The section refers In express terms to the exercise of 
re.igion and therefore it is Intended to protest from 
the operation of any Commonwealth laws acts which 
are done in the exercise of religion. Thus the section 
goes far beyond protecting liberty of opinion, It 
protects also acts done in pursuance of religious belief 
as part of religion.' 1 '. 

In our opinion, as we have already said in the 
Madras cape, these observations apply fully to the 
provision regarding religious freedom that Is’ embodied 
in our Constitution 

Religious practices or performances of acts In pursu- 
ance of religious belief are as much a part of religion 
as faith or belief in particular doctrines. Thus if the 
tenents of the Jain Or the pars! religion lay down that 
certain rites and ceremonies are to be performed at 
certain times and In a particular manner, it cannot be 
said that these are secular activities partaking of 
commercial or economic character simply because they 
involve expenditure of money or employment of priests 
or the use of marketable commodities. No outside 
authority has any right to sa.y that these are not 
essential parts of religion and it Is not ODen to the 
secular authority of the State to restrict or prohibit 
them in any manner they like under the guide of ad- 
ministering the trust estate. Of course, the .scale' of 
expenses to be incurred in Connection with these 
religious observances may be and is a matter of 
administration of property belonging to religious insti- 
tutions; and if the expenses on these heads are likely 
to deplete the endowed properties or affect the stability 
of the institution, proper control can certainly be 
exercised by State agencies as the law provides. We 
may refer in this connection to the observations of 
Davar J. is the case of Jamshedji v, Soon-abai (33 Bom. 
122), and although they were made in a case where 
the question was whether the bequest of property by 
a Parsi testato.r for the purpose of perpetual celebra- 
tion of ceremonies like Muktad baj. VyezashnI, etc. 
which are sanctioned hv the Zoroastrian religion were 
valid charitable gifts, the observations, we think, are 
oulte appropriate for our present purpose. “If this Is 
the belief of the community” thus observed the learned 
Judge, “It is proved undoubtedly to be the belief of 
the Zoroastrian community, a secular Judge Is bound 
to accept that belief— it is not for him to sit in judgment 
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on that belief, he has no right to interfere with the 
conscience of a donor who makes a gift in favour of 
what he believes to be the advancement of his religion 
and the welfare of his community or mankind”. These 
observations do, in our opinion, afford an indication 
of the measure of protection that is given by Article 
25(b) of our Constitution. 

The distinction between matters of religion and those 
of secular administration of religious properties may, 
at times, appear to be a thin one. But in cases of 
doubt, as Chief Justice Latham pointed out in the case 
(vide Adelaide C&nvpany v. the Commonwealth 67 
C.L.R. 116, 129) referred to above, the Court should 
take a common sense view and be actuated by con- 
siderations of practical necessity." 

I have cited this passage in extenso, because it clearly 
indicates that so far as conditions In India are con- 
cerned, religion has no mere reference to one's views 
of his relations to his Creator and to the obligations 
they imposed of reverence for His Being and character 
and of obedience to His will. According to this deci- 
sion of the Supreme Court, a religion undoubtedly has 
its basis in a system of beliefs and doctrines which are 
regarded by those who profess that religion to be con- 
ductive to their spiritual well being. Put a religion is 
not merely an opinion, doctrine or belief. It has its 
outward expression in acts as well. In view of the 
approval which the Supreme Court gave to the view 
of Davar J. in the case of Jamehedii v. Soonabal. I 
must proceed on the footing that it is not for me to 
sit in Judgment as secular judge on the belief of an 
individual or a group of people. I have no right to 
interfere with the conscience of those who believe or 
practise what they believe to be a part of their religion. 
To my mind, the word "religion" defined in the En- 
cyclopaedia of Britannic, (1970 Edition i Vol. 19 at page 
108 succinctly reproduces the effect of the two Supreme 
Court decisions cited above. It begins at follows: 

"Religion, man’s relation to that which he re- 
gards as holy. The “holy' need not be 
thought of supernatural, much less as per- 
sonal; and if the word "God” did find In 
personal or supernatural terms, It follows 
that religion includes far more than the re- 
lation to God or god. Similarly, the term 
'religion' to the holy may be conceived of 
in a variety of forms. Worship (o.v.), is 
probably the most basic of these but moral 
conduct, right belief and perticlpation In 
religious institutions are generally also cons- 
tituent elements of the religious life as prac- 
tised by believers and worshippers and as 
commanded by religious sages and scrip- 
tures” 

Thus, when one considers whether the pictorial re- 
presentation of calf and cow evokes religious feelings 
It is In this light of what the religion is and what reli- 
gious sentiments are that one has to consider the ques- 
tion of pictorial representation constituting or not cons- 
tituting a religious symbol. In order to establish that 
cow is venerated by Hindus and is considered divine 
In her own right, Mr. Daru for the petitioner has relied 
upon certain observations of the Supreme Court, in 
different decisions of that Court, on Text Books and 
reference of Hindu religion, and on the evidence of 
Keshavram Kashlram Shastrl. who is a Srholar of 
Hindu Scriptures, Uonishads, Vedas and Puranas. Tak- 
ing oral evidence of Keshavram Kashiram Shastri, 
according to this witness, he has written and cot pub- 
lished 114 hooks. His books pertain to religion, the 
tenets of Pushti Marci sect, Mahabharat and also on 
topics dealing with literature, etc. The witness has 
been working as professor in the Bholabhai Jesingbhai 
Institute of Leating and Research. He is also working 
as professor of Sanskrit and Guiarati at Balab hai 
Demodardas College for Ladies. He is also invited • - 
work as professor at the Gujarat University Institute 
for study of Gujarati language. According to him fie 


had opportunity of studying Hindu Scriptures and 
other religious books of the Hindu in the course of his 
work. According to the witness, there are many ver- 
ses in the Rlgveda and the Atharveda describing cow 
a holy being. In the Manu Smrati there are references 
to the cow and Brahmin and cow are both put on the 
same level In the Bhagwat, which is one of the 
Puranas, there are references to the cow and at the 
time of killing of Putana, certain ceremonies are nar- 
rated to have been performed through the mediation 
of a cow. In Agni-Purana and Padma Purana there 
are references showing reverence for the cow. In 
Anusihashan Par va of Mahabharat (here are referen- 
ces to cow and deep reverance Is shown towards the 
cow in Mahabharat. In the course of his evidence, 
the witness stated that serveral scholars have Interpret- 
ed the verses in connection with preparation of food 
in Royal Kitchens of King Rantidev as indicating that 
a large number of cow were being slaughtered for pre- 
paration of food in those kitchens for entertainment of 
important guests. To my mind, all this controversy as 
to what happened in these past is totally immaterial. 
What I have to consider is whether the cow is wor- 
shipped by a large number of people today and is vene- 
rated or not. It is true that there are references in the 
Puranas, in Mahabharat and Bhagwat. which would 
kindicate that a cow is a divine being in her own right. 
Some of the verses in the Vedas undoubtedly have 
been interpreted bv various scholars to indicate that 
beef eating was permitted in the Vedic times of Hindus. 
But the correct test is what are the religious practices 
or what are the beliefs of the Hindus as they exist 
today. The question is of historical or academical in- 
terest. To my mind, one can correctly say about the 
attitute of Hinduism towards the cow. In Encyclopae- 
dia Britannica, 1970 Edition. Vol. 11 at p. 507. the Arti- 
cle of Hinduism begins, and at o. 510. the Encyclopae- 
dia deals with other ‘divinities” as follows: 

"As well as the three great gods (Shiva, Vishnu 
and Shaktt) there are many others who have 
considerable importance and who are wor- 
shipped on special occasions Of these the 
best known is prabably Ganesh, the elephant 
headed son of Shiva and Parvati, petitioned 
for success before all enterprises. Many ani- 
mals. plants and natural objects are sacred in 
varying decrees, the most noteworthy being 
the cow. The bull is specially sacred because 
of his connection with the god Shiva, but the 
cow is divine in her own right and Is generally 
revered as T’e renresentative of Mother 
Earth. Thus all cattle are inviolate and even 
among those wastes where vegetarianism Is not 
the rule, beef is never eaten”, 

Encylooaeda of reh'gion and Ethics, edited by 
James Hastings, In vol. 4, at p. 224, savs that the 
belief in the sanctity of cow, which is nertmitted, 
seems to have been inherited since nre-historic time 
before Hindus and Iranis has separated. After giving 
vafiou' references to the sertntures, Puranas and Vedas 
the article savs “reverence to the cow has not dimi- 
nished ip modern times. It is well known that the 
Hindus of the present days are fll'ed with horror at 
the slaughter of the cow, which Is, therefore, prohibit- 
ed in native States under treaties with the Engficb ” it 
may be pointed out that in Narbada Prasad v. 
Chhannrilal. AT R. 1969 S.C 395. The Supreme Court 
was dealing with an Election petition, where it was 
alleged that an anneal was alleged to have been made 
to the voters not to vote for the Congress because it 
was stated that if people wer“ to vot“ for Congress 
they would bp committing the sin of gohatva. In para 
13 at p. 400, the Chief Justice has observed: 

"The ouestion is whether In stating that if they 
voted for thp rongrpss or a congress candidate, 
thev would be committing the sin of gohafva, 
amounted to as attempt to kiium the voters 
to believe that they wou'd r-ecome nr would 
be rendered an object or divine displeasure or 
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spiritual censure, In our opinion, a statement 
ot tins Kind tails witn m tms provision oi the 
section, it is not necessary to t=niargp upon me 
met mat cow is veneraieu in our country oy 
me vast majority oi tne people anu mat they 
ueueve not onty m tu uunty Ptn im noimesa 
It is also believed mat one or tne cardinal sms 
Is that of gohatya' . 

According to two decisions of the Supreme Court 
the vast majority of the peop.e in India mote upon tne 
cow as noty anu me cow is verier ateu oy mem not °my 

hacBtise ot its utility but because of its holiness, a 

portion oi mis passage from me ^ 

tniiflh c 1 was cited in the subsequent decision m 
Xibhai v. Eopattm! A.I.K. 19«9. 134, A passage 

K Encyclopaedia of Kehgion ana Ethics was also 
cited and stated: 

■‘A well known verse (Mahabharat, xili 74.4) says. 

A ^ mat kil" eat and permit the s aughter of 
cows, rot in hell for as many years as there 
are hairs on the body of the cow so slain . 

And citing the Modem Gujarati— English Dictionary 
- r . , xqii rettardinc the meaning of Gohatya, it 

£ ?e stoned for only with capitaL punishment . 

Thus according to Encyclopaedia of Religion and 

^^reme n Court 0 cow 8 is t veM«ded|m ^^^^^practices 

to Hindu scriptures. 

Mahabharat, Atharve Veda, Vishnu Puran, - 
Stes£ ar the a coiv^other* anlmals^Uk^elephant and 

rmhlPped S0 Bun S r 3 ^ P en ' 

before me, the different citations go to Indicat. * 

ty,„ reverence for the cow rests on a different toot b 

altogether and the cow is considered rot merely a 

all gods but she is worshipped as divine m her own 
right, 

Even if a cow Is considered to be holy by a section 
of Hindus and even if they consider the *obe 

divine in her own right, can it be said that a Pictorial 
representation of calf and cow is religious symbol To 
apply the test which I laid down in Election petition 
No. 24 of 1971 (Supra), the pictorial representation of 
calf and cow is not capable Of evoking the religious 
feelings and religious sentiments. In Jagdep Singh, v, 
Pratap Singh (supra), the Supreme Court was con- 
cerned with whether the use of 'om' on a nag amounted 
to the use of for a religious symbol. Alter examining 
different sections of the Representation of the People 
Act, Shah J. delivering the judgment of the Supreme 
Court, observed: 

"But it is difficult to regard ‘om’ which Is prelimin- 
ary to an incantation or to religious books as 
having religious significance. ‘Om' it may be 
admitted is regarded as having high spiritual 
or mystical efficacy: It is used at the com- 
mencement of the recitation of religious 
prayers. But the attribute of spiritual signi- 
ficance will not necessarily impart to Its use 
on a flag the character of a religious symbol 


in the context In which the expression religious 
symbol occurs in the section with which we are 
concerned. A symbol stands for or represents 
something material or abstract in order to be 
a religious symbol. There must be a visible 
representation ot a thing or concept which is 
religious. To ‘om’ high spiritual or mystical 
efficacy is undoubtedly ascribed; But its use 
on a riag does not symbolise religion, or any- 
thing religious.” 

In Ramanbhai v. Dabhai Ajitkumar (supra); the ques- 
tion before the Supreme Court was whether the 
referring to the sta, which was a symbol of Swatantra 
Party as the 'Dhruv Tara’ amounted to the use of a 
religious symbol, and the Supreme Court held that it 
did not amount to the use of religious symbol. At 
p. 574, dehvering the Judgment of tne Supreme Court, 
jVfucholkar J, observed: 

‘‘The Star, standing by itself, was a symbol of the 
Swatantra party. Would it become then a 
religious symbol unless, like the cross, it Is 
regarded as a symbol of Hindu religion when 
it is associated with Dhruv? It Is Impossible to 
say that any particular object, bird, or animal 
could be regarded as a “Symbol” of Hindu 
religion". The basic concept of Hindu religion 
is tnat the Supreme Being is In every “In- 
animate’’ object, plant, creature or person, l.e. 
In the entire creation and that entire creation 
Is jvithin the Supreme Being. It, therefore, 
according to the fundamental concept of Hindu 
religion, God or Divinity is the reality or the 
substance of everything that exists, it would 
not be possible to say that any particular object 
Is a symbol of Hindu religion. It Is true that 
various duties in the Hindu pantheon are asso- 
ciated with some specific objects, birds or ani- 
mals. Thus, for example, Shiva is associated 
with a trident and a coiled cobra round his 
neck; Vishnu is associated with the cobra 
‘Shesha’ on which he reclines as upon a bed; 
the eagle is associated with Vishnu as his 
vehicle; the goddess Lakshmi is -associated with 
lotus upon which she stands and so on and 
go forth. Does it mean then that if a person 
uses a lotus or a cobra or a trident as his 
election symbol he will be appealing to the 
religious sentiments of the people? The an- 
swer must be clearly In the negative.” 

In the light of some decisions, in para 12 at p. 075. 
Mudholkar J. observed; 

‘‘Similarly if they are told that they should cast 
their vote for a particular candidate whose 
election symbol is associated with a particular 
religion just as the cross is with Christianity, 
that wUl be using a religious symbol for con- 
taining votes. But, where, as in the case of 
Hindu religion, It is not possible to associate 
a particular symbol with religion the use of 
symbol even when it is associated with some 
deity, cannot, without something more, be 
regarded as a corrupt practice within the 
meaning of sub-s. (3) of S. 123 of the Act. 
For instance, for a particular -object or a 
plant, bird or an animal associated with a 
deity is used in such a way as to show that 
votes are being solicited in the name of that 
deity or as would Indicate that the displeasure 
of that deity would be incurred If a voter does 
not react favourably to the appeal if may be 
possible to say that this amounts to making 
an appeal in the name of religion. But the 
symbol standing by Itself cannot be regarded 
as an appeal in the name of religion,” 

In the course of his judgment, Mudholkar J. cited the 
following passage from the decision of Subha Rao J. 
in Shubnath v. Ram Na.Ta.in, A.I.R: 1980 S:C: 148: — 

‘‘A distinction must, therefore, be drawn between 
canvassing on grounds of religion and seeking 
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of votes In graphic or picturesque language 
with analogies iroip religious lore; to illustrate, 
a candidate may appear to Uie eiectoraLe con- 
sisting of persons professing alllerent religions, 
say Hindu, Mahoniedans, Cnristlans etc. to vole 
lor lum and say that ne would sacrifice ins 
life In the cause of his constituency, just like 
Cnrist sacrifices his life to reueem tne world. 
He maj- also say tnat like Hama, the virtuous, 
who tailed Ravan, tne Kakanasa, the qmpodi- 
ment of evil, he would, if elected, put down 
corruption, nepotism and the litre in Govern- 
ment. He may even say that he would sacri- 
fice himself as a goat beiore Kali to bring 
happiness and prosperity to nis constituency. 
All these simi.ies are drawn lrom religion, but 
tney do not embody an appeal, directly or in- 
directly, to vote for the candidate on grounds 
of religion.” 

In view of these two decisions and particularly in view 
of tne observations of Mudholkar J. in Ramnalal v. 
Dabhi Ajitkumar tsupra). Mr. Mehta for the lirst res- 
pondent contended that a pictorial representation or a 
cow can never oe a religious symbol, lie has empna- 
sised that according to Mudholkar J. looking to the paste 
concept ot nmau re.igion no particular ooject can be 
a symbol of Hindu religion and in the case of Hindu 
religion it is not possible to associate a particular 
symbol with that religion. 

If the matter was not covered by the decision of the 
Supreme Court in Ramanbhai v. Dabhi Ajitkumar 
(supra) it would have been open to me to consider tne 
question whether there can ne any symbol of Hindu 
religion or so iar as Hindu are concerned any pictorial 
representation can be a religious symbol. If to use the 
language of Shah J. in Jagdev Singh v. Pratap Singh 
(supra) there is a visible representation of a thing or 
concept which Is re.lgious it would be a religious 
symbol. But the question is whether a mere pictorial 
representation pi calf and cow is a visible representa- 
tion of a concept which Is religious. It is no doubt true 
that to ordinary Hindus, cow Is a holy animal and she 
is above all gods and is divine in her own right. The 
Supreme Court considered that the cow has high 
spiritual signillcance to Hindus, but a pictorial repre- 
sentation of a cow can not be considered to be a religi- 
ous symbol. Similarly, though to a cow a high spiritual 
and mystical and spiritual significance is attached, a 
pictorial representation of a call and cow does not 
symbolise the religion. To apply the test, which I laid 
down in Election petition No. 24 of 1967, it is not possi- 
ble to say that by common acceptance of a large number 
of Hindus there is such an association of ideas between 
a pictorial representation of calf and cow and a religi- 
ous concept that by looking at the picture of calf and 
cow that religious concept is evoked in the mind of 
the viewer. Though the cow is referred as "Mother" 
and is considered holy, It is difficult to say that by 
looking at the pictorial representation of cow by her- 
self or of a cow accompanied by a calf would evoke 
any religious idea, I am strengthened in this conclusion 
of mine by the well known fact, of which judicial notice 
can be taken that a large number of cows are grossly 
neglected by Hindus- It is of common experience to 
see cows strolling and searching for food in the waste 
thrown away mostly by Hindus in streets. It is also 
a common experience to see cows being ill-treated and 
puttering from mal-nutrition. This is a common ex- 
perience, and If cows with their ribs and bones stiching 
out do not evoke any religious sentiments or do not 
evoke any protest on the ground of religion, It would 
be difficult to say that a mere pictorial representation 
of calf ahfi cow would evoke any religious sentiments 
or would indicate that it is a religious symbol. Thus, 
apart from the observations of Mudholkar J in Raman - 
lal v. Dabhi Ajitkumar (supra) to the effect that In 
Hindu religion there cannot be a religious symbol, even 
on applying the test evoked by another process of 
reasoning, the same conclusion would follow, namely 


that the pictorial representation of calf and cow and 
cow is not a religious syrnuoi. 

The same view has been taken by the Madhya Pra- 
desn Hign Conn in Shital Prasad Mishia v, Nuiraj 
bingh Gnoudnary (Election petition ino. 2 of 19/i/, 
decided on December 2 , 19/1. One of tne issues beiore 
tne dearved Judge in that Ejection petition, wmt.i axose 
out oi tne parliamentary elections lrom Hosnangaoad 
parliamentary constituency No. 27 held in March, ili/i 
was wnetner the symbol of calf and cow wav a te.igi- 
ous symbol and wnetner tne use ox tnat election sympoi 
amounted to a corrupt practice on tile facts of the cape 
before him. Issue No. (10) (a) was "is calf and cow a 
religious symDoi having a religious appeal to the 
voters'/.' . After examining me materials before him 
and a.so in the lignt ot tne decisions of the Supreme 
Court and in particular in the light of the observations 
of Mudholkar J. the learned Judge held that tae pic- 
torial representation of calf and cow which was an 
election symbol of the respondent was not a religious 
symool. He observed: 

“The election symbol of the respondent, as It stands, 
does not point out anything about its godliness 
or holiness and, that being absent, I am clear 
in my mind that the election symbol of calf 
and cow al-Otted to the respondent was not a 
religious symbol.” 

The reasoning given by me Is slightly different from 
the reasoning pointed out by the learned Judge of the 
Madhya Pradesh High Court, but the conclusion 
ariived at by both of us is the same. 

Mr, Mehta for the first respondent relied upon several 
other decisions in Election Petitions where a question 
of symbol was concerned and barring the particular case 
of the Madhya Pradesh High Court, which I have 
referred to above, none of those cases cited by Mr. 
Mehta turn upon the question of a cow or the pictorial 
representation of a cow being a religious symbo.. He 
also pointed out that in Election petition No. 19 of 1967 
decided by Vakil J, on February, 29, 1968, In this High 
Court, the learned judge took the view that a cow was 
not a religious symbol. It may be pointed out that in 
tnat particular Election Petition the question whether 
the pictorial representation of a cow was a religious 
symbol or not did not directly arise for consideration 
before Vakil J. Bui the question before him was 
whether a reference to cow In election speeches would 
amount to a corrupt practice. One of the contentions 
urged before him was that a cow was a religious 
symbol, and an attempt was made by the learned 
advocate on behalf of the petitioner in that case to urge 
that the cow was a religious symbol of the Hindu 
religion and reference to Cow s protection amounted to 
use or appeal of a religious symbol. Vakil J, observed: 

“A faint attempt was made by Mr. Vakharia on 
behalf of the petitioner that cow Is a religious 
symbol in Hindu religion and this statement 
amounts to use of or appeal to a religious 
symbol. The learned advocate has however 
not been able to substantiate this claim that 
cow is a religious symbol for the Hindus. 
Under the circumstances, I do not find It 
necessary to discuss the matter in detail.” 

In these circumstances, I have come to the conclu- 
sion that though there was the use of the symbol 
allotted to the first respondent, namely the symbo. of 
calf and cow and though that symbol was used for 
furtherance of the prospects of the first respondent at 
the election, such use did not amount to a corrupt 
practice contemplated by section 123(3) of the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951, in as much as this 
symbol was not a religious symbol. 

In view of this conclusion, I answer the issues as 
follows: 

Issues Nc-s. 1 and 2 — decided by my preliminary 
judgment. Issue No. 3-— not pressed. Issue No. 4— not 
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pressed. Issue No. 5 — in the negative. Issue No. 6 — 
not pressed. Issue No. 7 — In the affirmative. Issue 
No. 8 — does not arise. Issue No. 9 — does not arise. 

In the light of this conclusion, no relief can be 
granted to the petitioner and the Election Petition must 
be dismissed. No ground has been established for 
declaring the election of the first respondent void. That 
being so, the question of declaring the second respon- 
dent to be elected does not arise. 

As regards the question of costs, I find that not much 
time has been taken by the petitioner in leading evi- 
dence on the merits and a considerable time was taken 
by the first respondent at the time when the preliminary 
issues were heard. In these circumstances, the fair 
order for costs would be that each party should bear 
his own costs. 

By the order of the Court, 
(Sd.) M. M. Shastri, 
Deputy Registrar (I) 
Dated the 18th day* of April, 1972. 

Ahnexure , 

Mr. C. T. Daru with Mr. H. B. Shah for the petitioner. 
Mr. R, K. Garg, with M/s Vimal Dave, Harbubhai 
Mehta, G. A. Pandit and J. G. Shah, far 1 Respon- 
dent No. 1 Rest served. 


CORAM DIVAN J. 

20th August, 1971 
ORAL JUDGMENT: 

This judgment is as regards the trial of preliminary 
issue No. (2), viz., “Whether the petition is liable to 
be dismissed because of non-joinder of Vasudev Tri- 
pathy’* At the time when issues were settled on August 
2, 1971, I had directed that issues Nos (1> and (21 
should be tried as preliminary issues, Issue No. <1) 
being “Whether the petition is bad for want of jperti- 
culars?” but that issue is not pressed at the present 
moment and I am merely concerned with preliminary 
issue No. (2), which I have set out hereinabove 


The petitioner in this election petition is an elector 
and his name is borne on the electoral roll of Ahmed- 
abad Parliamentary Coi'-titveorv tor the purpose of 
election to the Pailinmcul which was held on March, 
1971. At that e'oction. respondent No. 1, who was sub- 
sequently declared to be the «uccessful -candidate was 
sponsored or was a candidate put uc bv Congress (JV 
whereas respondent No 2 Was a candidate sponsored bv 
Congress (N>. The poll took place on March 1. 1SW1 
and the results of the Morion Tver" declared on March 
10, 1971. -At that elect -'nr r' -nondenl No 1 was declared 
to be the successful candidate to the House of the 
People and thereafter on April 20 1971. this petition was 
filed challenging the election of respondent No 1 on 
several grounds One of the grounds for challenging 
the election of resnondent No 1 was that the election 
cvmboi of calf and cow which had been allotted bv 
the F 1 '"tiort Commissioner to Congress (.11. which was 
sunpo '-nc the candidature of respondent No 1 was a 
religic -s svmbo 1 - and it has been alleged in para 13 of 
the petition that the election of respondent No 1 is 
visited because he utilised the reserved symbol of 
cow feeding the calf (same as the election symbol of 
calf and cowl, which is a religious symbol By usmg 
the said symbol, respondent NO 1 has exercised undue 
influence and has interfered with the free exerrnse of 
electoral rights of the voters in th® Ahftiedabad Parlia- 
mentary Constituency It was alleged that the first 
respondent had popularised and propagated his candi- 
date through the said symbol of cow feeding -the calf 
According to the petitioner the first respondent exer- 
cised undue influence over the voters in the fo’lowing 


ways: — 

“(a! The respondent No 1 and/or with his con- 
sent the New Congress and/or their agents 
‘ inserted and published adver- 
1 newspapers^ namely, Sandesk 


and Gujarat Samachar requesting the elector- 
ate to vote for him under the symbol of cow 
feeding the calf. The advertisements appeared 
in the said daily newspapers on several dates 
between 1st February, 1971 and 25th February 


Thus according to the contents of para 13(A), it has 
been alleged that undue influence was exercised by 
respondent No. 1 and/or the party which was support- 
ing him and/ or its agents as well as agents of res- 
pondent No. 1; and two distinct allegations emerge from 
the statements in para 13 read with sub-para (A) of 
that para. The first is the ground of undue influence 
and the second is the ground is the ground of use of 
religious symbol for furtherance of the prospects of 
the election of the candidate. 

Under Si 123(2) of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1957 > (hereinafter referred to as the Act), corrupt 
practice of undue influence has been defined and sub- 
set (8) deals with the corrupt practice, inter alia, of 
the use of religious symbol for furtherance of the pros- 
Dects of the election of any candidate. In para 13 of 
the petition it has been distinctly stated that respondent 
No 1 utilised the reserved symbol of cow feeding the 
calf, which is a religious ''symbol, and secondly, by using 
the said syfnbol, resnondent No 1 had exercised undue 
influence and had interferred with the free exercise 
of the electoral rights of the voters in Ahmedabad 
Parliamentary Constituency In para 14 it has also 
been alleged that respondent No. 1 used the said symbol 
of cow feeding the calf for the purpose of furtherin'* 
his election’ prospects at the election and for prejudici- 
ally affecting the election nrospeets Of the rest of the 
candidates After the netition was filed a list of docu- 
ments in according with the Rules framed by this High 
Court was filed in this Court on Mav 1, 1971. As shown 
bv the Roiness, the written statement of respondent 
No 1 was filed on May 27. 1971. Thereafter certain 
directions were given on June, 7, 1971 a nd it was 
directed on that day that oarticu’ars if any, were to 
be filoa on or before June 14. 1971. No particulars 
anpee- to have been filed in Court in pursuance of this 
dij-petinn pi'-'-* on June 7. 1971: but on June 19 1071. 
tbp learned Advocate for respondent No 1 addressed a 
letter to thp learned Advocate for the petitioner and the 
letter was in these terms- 

“Without prejudice to the contentions raised in the 
written statement, of resnondent No 1. I hereby 
heft to renuest you to furnish the following 
particulars- — 

(il Names of aeents of resnondent No 1 aliased 
to have inserted and nubllshed the advertise- 
ment and print°d, nuhlished and distributed 
namubiets posters and cards referred to in 
naras 13fA B and C) 14(A. B and C) and 
15(A. B and C) of your petition.” 

Tn renjy -jo this letter of June 19 the learned Advocate 
fop the petitioner wrote a letter, dated July 1. 1971: and 
it is stated in this letter-— 

“With regard to your 'etter dated 19th .Tunc ’971 
demanding further Particulars in of 

paragraphs 1?(A. B C). 14 (A. B, C) and 
15(A B. C), I have to state that- 
(i) The nam°s of the agents of respondent No 1 
who inserted and nuhlished advertisements 
are- The Citv District Congress (Shashakl 
Committee- its President Bhri Vasudev Tr ; - 
pathi- Guiarat Pradesh Congress (Shashakl 
nnd All India Congress (Shgshak) led bv 
Shri Jagiivanram ” 

On the very next dav i e on July 2. 1971 the Earned 
Advocate for the netitioner addressed a letter to the 
learned -Advocate f ~ resnondent No , 1 and stated- - 
“J renlied to vour letter for further particulars on 
1st July. 1971. 
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In paragraph (i) of the said letter the words 'Its 
President Shri Vasudev Trlpathl’ have been 
mentioned and supplied through mistake. 
Please treat the said words 'Its President Shri 
Vasudev Trlpathl’ as cancelled and the parti* 
culars supplied may be read as if the said 
words been deleted." 

After these letters were exchanged, an amendment was 
carried out by respondent No. 1 In his written state- 
ment with the leave of the court and in the amended 
written statement para VA reads thus: — 

"VA, The respondent submits that the petition 
contains allegations of corrupt practice 

against one Shri Vasudev Trlpathl. The res- 
pondent states that the petition contained 
certain allegations which needed further cla- 
rification. The respondent had In his written 
statement, as originally filed, made a grie- 
vance about want of particulars in the peti- 
tion. When the matter came up for orders on 
7th June, 1971 regarding- fixing various stages 
of hearing and framing issues of the respon- 
dent raised this grievance before the Hon'ble 
Court. The Hon’ble Court at this stage fixed 
14th June, 1971 an the date for further parti- 
culars. At that stage, however, Mr, C. T. Daru, 
the learned Advocate for the petitioner under- 
took in the Court that he would furnish a 
statement of particulars on the respondent’s 
Advocate writing a letter for the same. In 
pursuance of this the Petitioner’s advocate 
wrote a letter being letter dated 19th June, 
1971, to the learned Advocate of the- petitioner 
demanding the particulars, A copy of the said 
letter is annexed hereto and marked Annexure 
A. 


* ' • * * * 

The respondent further begs to state that the peti- 
tioner has annexed to the petition a list of 
documents which include amongst others a 
copy of Gujarat Samachar, paga I, dated 23rd 
February, 1&71 containing advertlsment by the 
president, Ahmedabad City District Congress 
Committee who happens to be the said Shri 
Vasudev Trlpathl, at item No. 5 in the aaid 
Hat. The petitioner hag annexed a copy of 
this document to an affidavit, of documents 
sworn by him, on 10th June, 1971 as docu- 
ment No. 5. The said document also pur- 
ports to bear the signature of Shri Vasudev 
Trlpathl as one who issued the said advertls- 
m ent- The respondent begs to rely upon the 
SJ dd affidavit of documents also for the purpose 
of showing that the allegations of corrupt 
practice contained in. the petition we made 
against Shri Vasudev Trlpathl, 


The respondent state that the said Shri Vasude\ 
Tripathi had filed his nomination paper at the 
election in question. The said nomination 
paper was held to be vaid nomination paper 
The said Shri Vasudev Tripathi was there- 
fore a validly nominated candidate at the 
election In question. It may be mentioned 
h *fu J that f \ hn Trl pathi had subsequently 
withdrawn the nomination paper. 

The respondent submits that In view of the facta 
stated above Shri Vasudev Tripathi was a ne- 
cessary partly under Section 82 of the Rep- 
resentation of People Act, 1981. The peti- 
tioner has not joined the said Shri Tripathi 
as a respondent in the petition. The peti- 
tion is, therefore, liable to be dismissed tn 
Umme for non-compliance with Section 82 of 
the said Act, by virtue of Section 88 (T) of the 
said Act . 

The respondent, therefore, prays that this Hon’ble 
ta 0 U ltoiC y - bG pleased t0 d,wnlw tho Ptfttton 


Issue No. 2 which I am now trying as a preliminary 
issue has been framed in the light of these averments 
in the written statement of respondent No. 1, 

It may be stated that at the hearing of this prelimi- 
nary issue before me it has been adntltted by both 
sides that Vasudev Tripathi was a candidate at this 
election but subsequently he withdrew his candidature 
on or before the date of withdrawal. Thua he was not 
one of the contesting candidate though he wae a vadi- 
dly nominated candidate. 

As is now well-settled by several decisions Of the 
Supreme Court, a candidate as defined in S. 79 (b) 

means not only a person who has been validly nomi- 
nated and has contested the election but the word 
"candidate” includes also a candidate who after hav- 
ing been validly nominated has withdrawn his candi- 
dature on or before the date for withrawal of candi- 
dature. Under S. 82(b) the petitioner has to join as 
respondents to the petition any candidate against whom 
allegations of any corrupt practice are made in the 
petition; rinse a person who was a validly nominated 
candidate but had withdrawn his candidature before 
the date of withrawal is a candidate for the purpose 
of S. 82, it follows that if against such a person who 
had withrawn candidature, allegations of any corrupt 
practice are made in the petition, it Is Incumbent on 
the petitioner to join him as respondent and If he has 
not been so joined under S. 88 (1), the High Court has 
to dismiss such election petition since it has not com- 
plied with the provisions of S. 82. 

Under these circumstances, the question that I have 
to consider is: whether there are any allegations of 
corrupt practice In the petition against Vasudev Trl- 
pathl; and whether the letter, dated July 1, 1971, from 
the learned Advocate of respondent No. 1 furnishing 
the particulars Inter alia regarding the contents of 
para 13(A) can be read as part of the petition Itself, 
as to enable the Court to say that allegations of corrupt 
practice are made in para 13(A) against Vasudev 
Tripathi. 

Before I proceed further, it Is necessary for me to 
point out that under S. 83 of the Act, provision ha* 
been made by the Legislature regarding contents or 
fin election petition. Under 9. 83 (1) (a), an election 
petition has to contain a concise statement of the 
material facts Otl which the petitioner relies; and under 
8.83 (1) (b), the petition Shall set forth full particulars 
of any corrupt practice that the petitioner alleges In- 
cluding as full a statement as possible of the names ox 
the parties alleged to have committed suCb corrupt 
practice atld the date and place of the Commission of 
each such practice, I mav also point out that under 
s. 83(2) . any schedule or annexure to the netnion 
shall also be signed by the petitioner and verified In 
the same manner as the petition. Under S. 86(8), th» 
High Court may, upon such terms as to costs and 
otherwise as it may deem fit. allow the particulars of 
anv corrupt practice alleged In the petition to he 
amended or amplified ill such manner as may in its 
opinion he necessary for ensuring a fair and effective 
trial of the Petition, but Shall not allow any amecd- 
ment of the petition which will have the effect of in- 
troducing Particulars of the corrupt practice not pre- 
viously aHeged In the petition. 

As to what is preciselv meant by the word 1 e concise 
statement of the material facte" In R . 83 (l) (a) of the 
Act and as to what i® m°-But hv "full parilcu ars in 
9. 83 (U (b) of the Act, the Supreme Court baa ex- 
plained the meaning of these words and the mm- 
rence between them very clearly in S. N . Bnlakrtrima 
y remade*. A.I.R. IPrtO *:C: 1201: The Judgment of 
the Supreme Court was delivered by Hldavat'drah U.O. 
and In para 29. at page 1712, it has been observed: 

“Section 83 then provides that the election petition 
must contain a cnTirire statement of the mate- 
rial facts on whlcli the petitioner relies and 
further that he mui~t also set forth full parti- 
culars of any corrvnt practice tViat tne peti- 
tloner alleges includ'ng as full a statement ns 
possible the namfs of the parties alleged to 
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have committed such corrupt practice and the 
date and place of the commission of each such 
practice. The section is mandatory and re- 

? ,uires llrst a concise statement of material 
acts and then requires the fullest possible 
particulars. What is the difference between 
material facts and particulars? The word 
“material” shows that the facts necessary to 
formulate a complete cause of action must be 
stated. Omission of a single material fact 
leads to an incomplete cause of action and 
the statement of claim becomes bad. The 
function of particulars is to present as full a 
picture of the cause of action with such fur- 
ther information in detail as to make the 
opposite party understand the case he will 
have to meet. There may be some overlapp- 
ing between material facts and particulars but 
the two are quite distinct. Thus the material 
facts will mention that a statement of fact 
(which must be set out) was made and It must 
be alleged that it refers to the character and 
conduct of the candidate that it Is false or which 
ttye returned candidate believes to be false or 
defies not believe to be true and that it is cal- 
culated to prejudice the ehapces of the peti- 
tioner. In the particulars the name of the 
person making the statement, with the date 
time and place will be mentioned. The mate- 
rial facts thus will show the ground of corrupt 
practice and the complete cause of section and 
the particulars will give the necessary informa- 
tion to present a full picture of the cause of 
action. In stating the material facts it will 
not do merely to quote the words of the section 
because then the efficacy of the words 
‘Material facts’ will be lost. The fact which 
constitutes the corrupt practice must be stated 
and the fact must be corelated to one of the 
heads of corrupt practice. Just as a plaint with- 
out disclosing a proper cause of action cannot 
be said to be a good plaint, so also an election 
petition without material facta relating to a 
corrupt practice Is no election petition at all. 
A petition which merely cites the sections can- 
not be said to disclose a cause of action where 
the allegation Is the making of a false state- 
ment. That statement must appear and the 
particulars must be full as to the person taking 
the statement and the necessary information. 
The entire and complete cause of action must 
he in the petition in the shape of material 
facts, the particulars being the further Informa- 
tion to complete the picture. This distinction 
is brought out by the provisions of Section 86 
although the penalty of dismissal Is taken 
away’” 

A? regards 8.06(5) of the Act, the Supreme Court has 
observed at page 1213 of the report: — 

“The power of amendment is given In respect of 
particulars but there is a prohibition against an 
amendment “which will have the effect of 
introducing particulars of a corrupt practice 
not previously alleged in the petition." One 
alleges the corrupt practice in the material facts 
and they must show a complete cause of action. 
If a petitioner has omitted to allege a corrupt 
practice, he cannot he permitted to give parti- 
culars of the corrupt practice. He cannot he 
permitted to give particulars of the corrupt 
practice. The argument that the latter part of 
the fifth sub-section is directory only cannot 
stand in view of the contrast in the language of 
the two parts. The first part Is enabling and 
the second part creates a positive bar. There- 
fore, if a corrupt practice is not alleged, the 
particulars cannot be supplied. There is how- 
ever a difference of approach between the 


several corrupt practices. If for example the 
charge is bribery of voters and the particulars 
give a few instances, other instances can be 
added; if the charge is use of vehicle for free 
carriage of voters, the particulars of the cars 
employed may be amplified. But if the charge 
is that an agent did something, it cannot be 
amplified by giving particulars of acts on the 
part of the candidate or Vice Versa, In fhe 
scheme of election law they are separate corrupt 
practices which cannot be said to grow out of 
the material facts related to another person. 
Publication of false statements by an agent Is 
one cause of action. Publication of false state- 
ment by the candidate Is quite a different cause 
of action. Such a cause of action must be 
alleged In the material facts before particulars 
may be given. One cannot under the cover of 
particulars of one corrupt practice give parti- 
culars of a new corrupt practice. They con- 
stitute different causes of action." 

There are other decisions of the Supreme Court, 
which deal with the situation arising out of an amended 
election petition; in Aminlal v, fiunna Mai A.I.R. 1965 
S-C. 1243, the allegation of corrupt practice' in the peti- 
tion as originally filed was that the respondent him- 
self and through his agent, who was a candidate for 
election but who had withdrawn the candidature within 
the time allowed, had distributed and caused to be dis- 
tributed certain pamphlets couched In language which 
tended to spread hatred between Sikhs and non-Sikbs 
in the State of Punjab. When the petition came up 
for hearing on the preliminary point, the Election Tri- 
bunal have its finding and according to the Tribunal, 
the petition suffered from the defects pointed out by 
the Tribunal. It, therefore, gave an option to the 
petitioner either to apply for leave to amend the peti- 
tion or to amplify the particulars of corrupt practices 
in the light of the observations made by it in its order 
and directed that if the appellant did not choose to do 
either of these things the charges which were vague 
would be struck off. In pursuance of this order, the 
petitioner made an application for amendment of the 
petition and filed along witfa it an amended petition- 
One of the portions of the petitions of the petition 
which was emended was in the latter part of para 
9(c) (1) and as amended it read thus: — 

‘This poisonous propaganda on the basis of two 
communities Punjabis and non-Punjabis and 
also on the basis ot two religions Sikhs and 
non-Sikhs and on the basis of two languages 
Hindi and Punjabi was resorted to by the 
respondent his chief agent Shri Devi Lai with 
his concent throughout the constituency through 
the various pamphlets. One of the pamphlets 
titled ’phoolon kl sej so kanton kl ran. per 
mager kion'? containing the speach of Shri 
Devi Lai dated 5th February, 1962 of the type 
the one of which is attached with this amended 
petition, the title page of which purports to 
have been printed from the Half-Tone Arts 
Press, Delhi, by one Dr. Ganpjti Singh Veram, 
3, Darya Ganj, Delhi, as its publisher and the 
other one titled “The case of Haryana and 
Hindi region” by professor Sher Singh, Presi- 
dent, Haryana Lok Samiti presented to Das 
Commission in which the case of Haryana was 
put In before the Das Commission by professor 
Sher Singh In such a way as to spread hatred 
between the Sikhs and non-Sikhs population 
of Punjab State through the various figures 
given in it of the state Government servants 
of all ranks employed in the two regions, were 
distributed by respondent No. 1, his brother 
Suraj Bhpn and his near relation Shri Laxmi 
Chand Gupta, Contractor, Gurgaon at a large 
scale in Hissar town on the 11th February, 
1902 and at A<Jamput Mandl and Uklanp Mandi 
on the 12 th February, 1962 and at Barwala on 
the 13th February, 1962.” 
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Now this Suraj Bhan was a candidate at the election 
as Cleaned in s. 79 id) ot tne Act, since he was a duly 
nominated candidate thougn he nad withdrawn ms 
candidature within tne time permitted by the rh.es; and, 
theretore, die supreme Court held that suraj Ahan 
was tor me purposes 01 s. 82 to be regarded as a candi- 
date, The Supreme Court held that as the amenaed 
petition stood, there were allegations ot corrupt prac- 
uce against Cauraj Bhan, who was a candidate; and, 
therefore, the petition was liable to be dismissed lor 
on compliance with the provisions oi s. 88. It was con- 
tended before the Supreme Court that the Tribunal had 
no power to allow or direct amendment of an election 
petition as it was not a suit between the two parties 
out was a proceeding In which the entire constituency 
was interested and in this connection two decisions 01 
the Supreme Court in K. Kamana Nadar v. B.anju 
Thevar. 1886 SCR 683 (A.LK. 1869 S:C: 687) and 
MaLlanna Bassappa v. Ba&avarsi Ayyana. 1806 SCR 611 
(A.I.R. 1858 S.C. 688) were relied upon that the 
Supreme Court held; — 

“In the case before us, the Tribunal did not, by 
giving an option to the appellant either to 
amend the petition or furnish particulars or to 
have para 8 (c)(t) struck off as being vague 
enable the appellant to remove a defect per- 
taining to the presentation of a petition or 
joinder of parties (which are matter dealt with 
Dy Ss. 81 and 82). We agree with that has 
been said in flarichandra Bajpai’s cuse, A.I.R, 
1857 S.C. 444, and hold that the Tribunal was 
competent to allow or give an option to the 
appellant to amend the petition.” 

This decision of the Supreme Court emphasises the fact 
that if allegations of corrupt practice against a candi- 
date as detined by s. 79 .(b) are contained even in the 
amended petition, the petition is liable to be dismissed 
because of non-compliance with the provisions of 
s. 82(b) viz. by failure to join such a person as a 
respondent in the petition. 

In Mohan Rai v. Surendra Kumar, A.I.R. 1969 S.C. 677 
the election petition contained many grounds and the 
llrst ground was that the returned candidate or his 
election agent promoted hatred against the Congress, 
appealed to religion and sent persons dressed as Sadhu 
preaching that if Congress was returned to power there 
would be go-hatya and took pledges or oaths from 
voters. The second ground was that the returned candi- 
date and his election agent were guilty of suppression 
of true expenses and filed false returns. The third 
ground was that the candidate or his election agent 
obtained the services of Government servants in fur- 
thering the election of the returned candidate. The 
last ground was that the returned candidate and his 
election agent and other persons with the consent of 
the returned candidate paid and offered bribes between 
January 13, 1907 to February 14, 1067, to Induce the 
electors directly or indirectly to vote for the returned 
candidate. The petition was scrutinised and was found 
to be in order. The returned candidate entered ap- 
pearance and filed a written statement. He took the 
objection that the allegations were vague and lacking 
in necessary particulars. The High Court thereupon 
ordered better and fuller particulars on Jfily 2, 1967. 
The election petitioner was asked to file an application 
for amendment and a draft of the amended petition. 
This was done but there were objections. The objec- 
tions were decided some of the allegations of corrupt 
practices were deleted for want of sufficient particulars. 
The other amendments were allowed. Para 16 of the 
petition in the amended form read as follows:— 

“That the respondent No. 1 and his election agents 
Messrs R, D. Perlwol and Shrl Tunia and other 
persons with the consent of the respondent 
No. 1 paid and offered bribes between 13th 
January 1967 to 20th February, 1967 with the 
object of inducing directly or indirectly elec- 
tors to vote for respondent No. 1”. 


Then instances of bribery were mentioned. Periwul was 
a candidate witmn me meaning 01 s. Yy(uj oecuuse he 
had oeen validly nominated out nad withdrawn ins 
candidature witmn proper time. Un tuese laces, it was 
held tnai tne petition was liaole tu uc dismissed under 
S. 80(1) because j/enwal against wiio, allegations of 
corrupt practice were made was not joined as a res- 
pondent tnougn Periwai was a eamuaale within the 
meaning of s. 79(b). The Supreme court found tnat in 
the original petition no names were given but when 
better particulars were ordered, a categoric reference 
lo tne election agents was made by rexernng to lunto 
and Penwat and this was again affirmed on personal 
Knowledge Dy tne Petitioner, It was pointed out that 
111 tile list ot workers of tne returned candidate Penwal 
was shown as tne election agent and the returned candi- 
date affirmed tnat Penwal was the only election agent. 
It whs shown by way of illustration that the return 
of election expenses was fl.ed by Perlwal as the elec- 
tion agent and the allegations of corrupt produce in 
respect of election expenses related to Perlwal Sub- 
sequently an attempt was made tor amendment of the 
election petition and it was slated that the name of 
R. lJ. Panwal in para 18 crept in because or uncertainty 
and inadvertence and the reference to election agent 
came to be made in an omnibus manner; that there 
was no intention to make any allegation against R. D, 
Periwai but two or three allegations of corrupt practice 
were imputed to Lunia. A request was therefore made 
that the reference to ‘election agent’ in all the para- 
graphs charging corrupt practices should be deleted 
and It was ' specifically prayed that the bame of R. D. 
Periwai in paragraph 16 should also be deleted. In 
short it was intended to withdraw allegations against 
Pariwal. This application was not separately con- 
sider^ by the High Court but the election petition 
itself was dismissed under s. 80(1) since Periwai who 
was a validly nominated candidate (who withdrew 
later) had to be compulsorily joined under section 
82(b) if allegation of corrupt practice against him 
were made; and this decision of the High Court was 
upheld by ,the Supreme Court. The petitioner had not 
applied to join Perlwal but he only wanted to delete 
the allegations against Periwai; and the Supreme Court 
held that this could not be permitted since permission 
to do so would defeat the provisions of s. 88(1). Every 
election petition can be saved by amendment in this 
way but that is not the policy of the law. The dismissal 
is peremptory and the law does not admit of any other 
approach. The Supreme Court pointed out that in 
Amin Lai’s case (Supra) the matter was not gone Into 
from that single and it was said that the amendment 
for better particulars was not intended to enable the 
election petitioner to remove the defect in presentation 
or in the joinder of parties. 

Thus, it is clear that if the policy of the law as 
embodied in s. 86(1) is to be carried out t amendment 
cannot be permitted so as to delete the allegations of 
cprrupt practice made against an individual, who Is a 
candidate within the meaning of s. 79 (B) of the Act. 

Over and above these decisions of the Supreme Court, 
there is also the decision of a Division Bench of this 
High Court in Letters patent Appeals Nos. 1, 2 and 3, 
all of 1967, decided by Dheguwati C.J. Vakil J. on 29th 
September, 1967. The facts leading to that decision in 
the letters patent appears are quite interesting. The 
Election petition was filed in that particular case on 
several grounds; and of those two were that corrupt 
practice had been committed by the first respondent; 
and secondly that the appeal was made by the first 
respondent to voters to vote for or refrain from voting 
on the ground of religion. An amendment of this elec- 
tion petition was sought and it was allowed by N- G. 
Shelat J; and the amendment which was allowed by 
the learned Judge contained certain allegations of cor- 
rupt practice against one Chhotalal N. Patel, who 
was the election agent of the first respondent. This 
Chhotalal himself was one of the candidates who had 
been validly nominated but he had withdrawn his 
candidature within due time and hence if allegations of 
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corrupt practice were made against him, he would 
become a necessary party to the election petition and, 
therefore, the effect of not joining him as a party 
would mean dismissal of the election petition under s, 
86(1). One of the questions before the Division Bench 
amending the Letters patent Appeals was whether 
this amendment allowed by N. G. Shelat J. was in 
accordance with law and Division Bench pointed 
out — 

“Section 86, sub-section (5) provides that the High 
Court may allow the particulars of any corrupt 
practice alleged in the petition to be amended 
or amplified in such manner as may in its 
opinion be necessary for ensuring a fair and 
effective trial of the petition. The criterian 
which the High Court is required to apply is 
whether the amendment — and here we are 
uging the word ‘amendment’ In a wider sense 
so as to include also amplification — of the 
particulars is necessary for ensuring a fair 
and effective trial of the petition and only if 
it Is so necessary, the High Court can allow 
the amendment. Applying this criterian we find 
that the amendments allowed by the learned 
Judge were, with the greatest respect to him, 
clearly unjustified in so far as they alleged 
corrupt practice against Chhotalal Naranbhal 
Patel. These amendments, as already stated 
above, had the effect of rendering the petition 
liable to be dismissed under section 86, sub' 
section (1) and they could not. therefore, by 
any stretch of imagination be regarded ns 
necessary for ensuring a fair and effective 
trial of the petition. Far from ensuring a fair 
and elective trial of the petition, they de- 
feated the fair and effective trial by introducing 
a fatal infirmity in the petition. The first 
respondent, however, pleased that this was not 
a valid consideration to take into account for 
the question whether an amendment is neces- 
sary for ensuring a fair and effective trial of 
the petition is required to be judged only 
frqm the point of view of a deficiency in the 
particulars given In the petition and the Court 
is not entitled to take into account the other 
consequences of the amendments. But this 
argument is unsustainable. 

+ * * * * 

If an amendment introducts a fatal infirmity pre- 
cluding further trial of the petition, it would 
be contradiction in terms to say that the 
amendment was necessary to ensure a fair and 
effective trial of the petition, “The learned 
Judge, therefore was clearly in error in 
allowing the amendments in so far as they 
contained allegations of corrupt practice 
against Chhotalal Naranbhal Patel”. 

I may point out that this decision of the Division Bench 
may also be justified on the ground pointed out by the 
Supreme Court in S, N. Balakrishna’s case (Supra) 
viz, that in the election petition the corrupt practice 
was alleged to be the corrupt practice committed by 
the candidate and there was no allegation that it was 
committed by any agent; where as by the amendment 
a new type of corrupt practice alleged to have been 
committed by the agent of the candidate. In any view 
of the matter, therefore, the amendment should have 
been refused whether taking the view which appealed 
to the Division Bench viz., that the granting of the 
amendment would result in the petitiQn being dis- 
missed because of non-compliance with s. 82(b) or on 
the ground which appealed to the Supreme Court viz., 
that the corrupt practice which was sought to be alleged 
against Chhotalal Naranbhai was a different corrupt 
practice from the one alleged In the petition; and, 
therefore, on that ground also the amendment was not 
competent within the meaning of 3. 86(5). It may be 
pointed out that against this decision of the Division 
Bench In letters patent Appeals Nos. 1, 2 and 3 all of 
1967 an appeal was filed before the Supreme Court and 
that appeal was summarily dismissed by the Supreme 


Court. In view of the fact that the decision of the 
Division Bench of this Court in these Letters Patent 
Appeals has received the imprimatur of the Supreme 
Court, I follow that judgment and the reasoning of that 
decision and I may add that even otherwise I am in 
agreement with the principle laid down in that Divi- 
sion Bench judgment. 

The principle which emerge from the decisions which 
I have so far discussed are that each election petition, 
as required by s. 83(b), must contain a concise state- 
ment ol the material facts and these material facts 
must allege a particular type of corrupt practice as 
having been committed by the candidate concerned or 
by his agents or by some other persons with the con- 
sent of the candidates, Each one these categories viz., 
the corrupt practice committed by the candidate Is a 
distinct category by itself as compared with the cor- 
rupt practice by his election agent or a corrupt practice 
committed by a person other than his election agent 
but with the consent of the candidate. Therefore, the 
petition must contain a concise statement of the 
material facts and so far as the present discussion is 
concerned, it must contain an averment that a parti- 
cular type of corrupt practice was committed by the 
candidate himself or his election agents, or by some 
persons other than his election agents with the con- 
sent of the candidate. Those factB which are necessary 
to formulate n complete cause of action and all the 
facts necessary to constitute a particular type of cor- 
rupt practice must be stated in the petition. In support 
of this cause of action based on such averments of a 
particular type of corrupt practice, particulars are 
required to be stated and these particulars are re- 
quired to be full particulars of the particular corrupt 
practice alleged including as full a statement as possi* 
ble of the names of the parties alleged to have com- 
mitted as the corrupt practice and the date and place 
of the Commission of such practice. It is also to be 
borne in mind that the particulars which are set out 
in the petition as distinct from the material facts con- 
stituting the cause of action may not be as full as the 
law required them to be, It is possible to add particulars 
of the corrupt practice which is alleged in the petition 
by amending the petition or by amplifying the parti- 
culars. That can be seen from s. 86(5) of the Act. 
Therefore, the law requires that either in the original 
petition itself or by way of an amendment to the 
petition or by way of amplification of the particulars 
the petitioner who files an election petition is required 
to state full particulars of the corrupt practice' which 
he alleges in the petition including as full a statement 
as possible of the names of the parties alleged to have 
committed such corrupt practice and the date and place 
of the Commission of each such practice. If the parti- 
culars are not given, the consequences will be that at 
the time of the trial or the petition, the petitioner will 
be precluded from leading evidence on those points on 
which he has not furnished the particulars. That Is the 
law regarding particulars which one finds laid down 
in cases decided under the Code of Civil Procedure, 
For example, law requires that in a suit based on the 
ground of fraud, particulars of fraud have to be given 
and if the particulars of fraud are not set out in the 
plaint, the plaintiff would be precluded from relying 
on particulars of fraud, which he has not set out in the 
petition. The reason behind this rule is that the other 
side cannot be taken by surprise and cannot be kept in 
the dark about the details of the fraud, which the 
plaintiff alleges in such cases. The some rule will also 
apply to the particulars in an election petition with the 
special qualification laid down by the election law, viz., 
that even by way of amendment particulars of corrupt 
practice other than the one alleged in the petition can- 
not be brought in and the amplification or amendment 
can only be regarding particulars of any particular 
corrupt practice which Is already alleged in the petition 
Itself, Once the amendment is carried out in the peti- 
tion, the petition as amended has to be read as a whole 
and Irrespective of whnt the consequences will be to 
the petition Itself, The petition as amended has to be 
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looked at for the purpose of finding out whether the 
petition as amended contains alegations of a corrupt 
practice against the person who can be said to be a 
candidate within the meaning of s. 79(b) of the Act. 


Before proceeding further I may dispose of one point 
regarding list of documents which has been canvassed 
before me. One of the grounds taken up in para 5A 
of the written statement is that item No. 5 in the list 
of documents refers to a particular issue of the delay 
newspaper Gujarat Samachar, published at Ahmedabad 
dated February 23, 1971. It is alleged that that parti- 
cular issue continued an advertisement over the signa- 
ture of Vasudev Tripathi In his capacity as the Presi- 
dent of the District Congress of Congress Committee 
(J); and it was sought to be argued that by this docu- 
ment which was mentioned in the list of documents 
annexed to the petition or filed after the petition, the 
name of Vasudev Tripathi, who happened to be a 
candidate within the meaning of s. 79(b) of the Act, 
was mentioned. It is clear in my opinion, that a dis- 
tinction must be maintained between annexeures to the 
petition or contents of the petition Itself and list of 
documents which is required to be filed under the rele- 
vant rules of procedure. Under 0.7 R, 14 C.P.C., sub-r. 
(1) requires that where a plaintiff sues upon a docu- 
ment in his possession or power, he shall produce It 
in Court when the plaint Is presented, and shall at the 
same time deliver the document or a copy thereof to 
be filed with the plaint; and under sub-r. (2) where 
he relies on any other documents (whether in nls pos- 
session or power or not) as evidence in support of his 
claim, he shall enter such document in a list to be 
added or annexed to the plaint. It is this list of docu- 
ments which Indicates documentary evidence on which 
the plaintiff proposes to rely In support of his claim. 
Under sub-r. (2), the lifjt of documents has to be filed 
along with the plaint or has to be added or annexed to 
the plaint. This High Court has framed rules for the 
trial of election petitions; and rule 3 of the Rules re- 
quires that the following documents are to be annexed 
to the petition viz. akilatnama, List of documents upon 
which the petitioner relies and copies of schedu.es or 
Annexures. Now, it is to be borne in mind that the 
documents themselves are not required to be annexed 
to the petition. Only the list of documents on which 
the petitioner relies is required to be annexed to the 
petition. Under s. 87(1) of the Act subject to the 
provisions of this Act. and of any rules made there- 
under, every election petition shall be tried by the 
High Court, as nearly as may be, in accordance with 
the procedure applicable under the Code of Civil pro- 
cedure, 1968, to the trial of suits. Proviso to s. 87(1) 
Is not material for the purpose of this judgment. Under 
thees circumstances, it Is clear that so far as the list 
of documents in concerned, it is no way forms part 
of the petition. It merely Indicate the documentary 
evidence on which the petitioner proposes to rely In 
support of his claim or his contentions at the time 
when evidence Is led before the Court- 


I am fortified in this conclusion by the decision of 
the Supreme Court in Sahodrabai v. Ram Singh AIK 
1968 SC- 1079. The Supreme Court in that case was 
concerned with an election petition and the distinction 
between annexures to the petition and the list of 
documents required to be filed along with the petition 
has been brought out by Hidayatullah J. (as he then 
was, delivering the Judgment of the Supreme Court, in 
Para 11, at page 1081 of the report, it has been pointed 
out; — 


“Under the Code of Civil procedure a suit Is com- 
menced by a plaint This is provided by 
O IV, R. I which says that every suit shall be 
Instituted by presenting a plaint to the Court, 
After the plaint is received 0.5 provides the 
summoning of the defendants In the case and 
rule 2 of that order says that every summons 
shall be accompanied by a copy of the plaint, 
and if so permitted, by a concise statement. 
We then turn to the provisions of order 7 


which deals with the contents of a plaint. The 
first rule mentions the particulars wnlch must 
be in a plaint. It is not necessary to refer 
to them. The plaint has to be signed and 
verified. Rule 9 then provides that the plaintiff 
shall endorse on the plaint and annex thereto 
a list of documents if any, which he has pro- 
duced along with it and, if the plaint is ad- 
mitted, shall present as many copies on plain 
paper of the plaint as there are defendants 
unless the Court by reason of the length of 
the plaint or the number of defendants, or 
for any other sufficient reason, permits him to 
present a like number of concise statements of 
the nature of the claims made etc. It will be 
noticed here that, what is required io be pro- 
vided are copies of the p aint itself or the 
concise statement according to the number of 
defendants. There is no mention here of any 
other documents of which a copy is needed to 
be presented to the Court for service to the 
defendants. Then we come to Rule 14 which 
states that where a plaintiff sues upon a docu- 
ment in his possession or power he shall pro- 
duce It in Court when the plaint is presented 
and shall at the same time deliver the docu- 
ment or a copy thereof to be filed with the 
plaint. It will be noticed that he is required 
to file only one copy of the document and not 
as many copies as there are defendants in the 
case. It would therefore follow that a copy 
of the document is not expected to be delivers i 
with the copy of the plaint to the answering 
defendants when summons is served on them. 
In the schedules to the Code of Civil procedure 
we have got appendix B which prescribed the 
forms for summons to the defendants. There 
is only one form of summons in appendix B. 
(Form No. 4) In which the copy of the negoti- 
able instrument is to accompany the copy of 
the plaint. That is so because of the special 
law applying to the negotiable Instrument# 
and the time limit within which please to 
that document have to be raised and this Is 
only in summary suits. No other form makes 
any mention of any document accompanying 
the summons with the copy of the plaint. We 
need not go Into more details. It is clear that 
the documents which are filed with the plaint 
have to be accompanied by one copy of those 
documents. This is because the copy is com- 
pared with the original and the copy is en- 
dorsed by tjie clerk of ffie Court and the docu- 
ment is sometimes returned to the party to be 
produced Into Court later. The copy takes 
the place of the document concerned and is not 
to be sent to the parties with the plaint.” 


rhe Supreme Court there pointed out that the pro- 
/Isions of Election Law are In no way different from 
:hese requirements of the Code of Civil procedure as 
■egards plaints in suits. It was pointed out by the 
Supreme Court that sub-sec. (2) o! s. 83 has reference 
4o. only to election petitions but also schedules and 
mnexures to the petition. Therefore It is open to a 
Petitioner for sake of easy reference, instead of setting 
put the entire document, which Is alleged to constitute 
> particular type of corrupt practice, to annex the 
ioeument to the petition and that document has to 
pe verified under s. 82 (2) In the same manner a# the 
petition Itself. The documents thus annexed either as 
mnexures or by way of schedule to the petition are 
is much part of the petition as the body of the petition 
tself. A list of document on the other hand is no more 
han a list of the documents on which the petitioner 
proposes to rely in support of the averments made in 
he petition at the time when evidence is led at the trial 
pf the petition. Therefore, whatever is set out in the 
1st of documents cannot be said to constitute a part 
pf the petition Itself; and if anything Is contained In 
he list of documents. It cannot be said that even by 
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reference those statements set out in one of the docu- 
ments contained in the list of documents are part of 
the petition itself In the same manner as the contents 
Of the annexure to the petition would form part of the 
petition. Under these circumstances, it is not open to 
the respondent to rely on the contents of document 
No. 5 mentioned in the list of documents in support of 
his contentions regarding this preliminary issue. 

I will now consider the effect of the order made by 
this Court on June 7, 1971, regarding particulars. On 
that day I had ordered that particulars, if any, should 
be filed on or before July 14, 1971. No particulars 
appear to have been filed in Court. On that day direc- 
tions were also given regarding filing of an affidavit 
of documents, discovery and inspection of documents 
and copies of all documents were required to be filed 
on or before July 5, 1971; but the particulars which 
were directed to be filed were not filed on or before 
June 14, 1971. However, on June 19, 1972, be the 
learned Advocate for respondent No. 1 called upon the 
learned Advocate for the petitioner to furnish the 
particular inter alia regarding the names of the agents 
of respondent No. 1 who were alleged to have inserted 
and published the advertisements referred to in para 
13(A) of the petition and in response to that letter, the 
name of Vasudev Tripathi President of the City Con- 
gress Shashak was mentioned as one of the agents of 
respondent No. 1 who inserted and published the 
advertisement in question. 

One significant feature which I must point out re- 
garding s. 86(5) is that the restriction which is con- 
tained at the end of s. 88(5) refers to amendment of 
the petition for the purpose of furnishing fuller and 
better particulars but it does not refer to amplification 
of particulars. The main body of s. 86(5) provides 
that particulars of any corrupt practice alleged in the 
petition may be allowed to be amended or amplified 
in such manner as may in the opinion of the High 
Court Is necessary for ensuring a fair and effective 
trial of the petition; but so far as the bar contained 
In s. 86(5) is concerned, it only provides that the High 
Court shall not allow any amendment which will have 
the effect of introducing allegations not previously 
alleged in the petition. If what took place as a result 
of the exchange of the two letters, one, dated June 19. 
1971, from the learned Advocate for the first respon- 
dent to the learned Advocate of the petitioner; and the 
other, dated July 1, 1971. from the learned Advocate 
for the petitioner to the learned Advocate of the first 
respondent, amounts to amplification of the particulars 
of the corrupt practice alleged In the petition, then the 
bar set out in s. 86(5) cannot apply to Such amplifica- 
tion The word “amplification” is not found defined 
in the Act or in the Code of Civil procedure and has 
to be given its ordinary meaning as understood by 
ordinary people. "Amplification” means "making large 
that which is otherwise small”. For example, ampli- 
fication of sound, amplification of light, amplification 
of objects through a microscope. In each of these 
cases that which would otherwise be small In sound, 
small in light or small in vision from the point of view 
of perception, becomes enlarged through some mechan- 
ism and it Is In that sense that the particulars of the 
corrupt practice which are already alleged In the peti- 
tion may be amplified In such manner as the High 
Court may permit. But it must be mentioned that 
such amplification must be of particulars. 

It is true, as Mr. Daru, the learned Advocate appear- 
ing on hefinlf of the petitioner, pointed out relying 
on the judgment of the Division Bench in the Letters 
patent Anneals referred to above, that if an amend- 
ment had been sought for by inserting in the body of 
the petition the name of Vasudev Tripathi as one of 
the agents of the first respondent, against whom the 
allegations of corrupt, practice are alleged to have 
been made, then the Court would have been bound to 
reject such an application, In the petition itself, as 
»een above. the allegations of this particular type of 


corrupt practice mentioned in para ]3 was made not 
only against the candidate but against his agents also. 
Therefore, the distinction based on the ruling of the 
Supreme Court in S. N. Balakrishna’s case (supra) 
will not apply, the principle then laid down. Would not 
apply to such an amendment. If an amendment waff 
sought for, the Court was bound to reject such an 
applications for amendment and could never have 
granted such an amendment. The principle laying - 
down such a bar to the amendment arises by virtue 
of the specific language of s, 80(5) in the concluding 
portion of that sub-section. However, no such bar 
applied to amplification of particulars and the question 
that I have to consider is; firstly, whether there are 
any allegations of corrupt practice against agents of 
the first respondent; and whether those allegations 
meet the requirement of s, 123(3) of the Act. It is 
only if those allegations against the agents meet that 
requirement of s. 123(3) that the question would then 
arise whether tHe name of Vasudev Tripathi has been 
brought in by amplification of particulars as set out 
in the two letters of June 19, 1971 and July 1, 1971, 
referred to above. It is at that stage that I will have 
to consider whether the letter of July 2, 1971 can be 
taken into consideration as deleting the name of 
Vasudev Tripathi, 

Under s. 123(3) of the Act, so far as is relevant for 
the purpose of this particular case, the use of religious 
symbols for furtherance of the prospects of the election 
of a candidate amounts to a corrupt practice by itself. 
In order to amount to an allegation of this corrupt 
practice as having been committed by an agent of the 
first respondent, there must be al’egatlons in the peti- 
tion that, such agent used the religious symbol and 
secondly, that such use was made the agent for further- 
ance of the prospects of the election of respondent 
No. 1. When one turns to para 10 of the petition, one 
finds that the allegations is that reserved symbol of 
what the oetitioner calls cow feeding the calf but what 
is in reality described bv the Election Commission 
calf and cow was a religious symbol. It is secondly 
averred that the said symbol was used by respondent 
No. 1. Sub-para (A) sets out the instances of exercise 
of undue influence by respondent No. 1 by the use of 
this alleged religious symbol. It has to be borne in 
mind that sub-para (A) of para 13 purports to set out 
an instance of undue Influence alleged to have beep 
exercised by respondent No. 1 but so far as the agents 
of respondent No. 1 are concerned, there is no clear 
allegation that this was done by the agents for the 
purpose of furthering the election prospects of res- 
pondent No. 1 that allocation is to be found only in 
para 14 with reference to respondent No. 1 himself and 
not with reference to the agents of respondent No. 1. 
Assuming, however, that I am wrong on this aspect and 
assuming that the reference to the request of to the 
electors to vote for the first respondent under this 
particular symbol amounts to furthering the election 
prospects of respondent No. 1, the question that I have 
still to ask myself Is whether the exchange of cor- 
respondence by the two letters, one of June 19. 1971 
and the other of July, 1, 1971. amounts to application 
of particulars, as contemplated by s. 80(5). It is tme 
that the onlv order of the Court as passed cn June. 7, 
1971 was that the particulars, if any, should he fll°d 
or before June 14 1971. but no such particular® of 
corrupt practice were in fact filed in Court. Paragraph 
A of the written statement of the respondent mentions 
what transpired in Court on June 7, 1971 and it 
mentioned that C. T. Daru undertook in the Court 
that he would furnish a statement of particulars on the 
respondent’s Advocate writing a letter for the same 
and it was in nersuanee of this assurance or under- 
taking by Mr Daru that the exchange of letters took 
place and the name of Vasudev Tripathi come to Ns 
mentioned in the letter of July 1, 1971 as one of the 
agents responsible for publication of the advertisement, 

The role question that 1 have now to ask mvself is 
whether mentioning of the name of Vasudev Tripathi 
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in furnishing these particulars would amount making 
an allegation In the petition against Vasudev Tripathl, 
a candidate within the meaning of s, 79(b). The penalty 
which is incurred by s. 82(b) read with s. 80(1) is that 
any candidate against whom allegations o£ corrupt 
practice are made in the petition must be joined as res- 
pondent and if he is not joined as a respondent, the 
petition must be dismissed under s. 86(1). The allega- 
tions in the petition may be found either in the 
Petition as originally filed Or in the petition as sub- 
sequently amended as happened in the two cases before 
the Supreme Court referred to above. In the Instant 
case before me, Vasudev Trlpathi’s name has not been 
brought in the petition either as originally filed or by 
any amendment subsequently made to the petition. It 
Is only by way of amplification of particulars in the 
shape of exchange of the two letters that Vasudev Tri- 
pathl is to be found as referred to as one of the agents 
of the petitioner. I am unable to accept the conten- 
tion urged on behalf of respondent No. 1 that ampli- 
fication of the particulars can be read as forming part 
of the petition Itself. An amendment has certainly to 
be read as a part of the petition but amplification merely 
ensures a smooth trial of the petition. It enables the 
parties to go with a clear-cut picture to the trial and 
helps them in leading evidence and thus in the dis- 
posal of the petition itself at stage of trial by confining 
the parties to certain specific particulars as amplified; 
but the amplification cannot form part of the petition 
itself. Therefore, when Vasudev Tripathl’s name was 
mentioned, it cannot be said that any allegation of 
corrupt practice was made against Vasudev Tripathl in 
the petition. The requirement of s. 82(b) is that if any 
allegations of corrupt practice are made in the peti- 
tion and in this context the petition is to be read either 
as originally filed or as amended than it was necessary 
to join Vasudev Tripathl as a party to the petition. 
If this amplification of particulars had not, for one 
reason or another, come then the petitioner would 
have been precluded from leading evidence regarding 
the agents with reference to whom the allegations of 
corrupt practice are set out in para 13(A) of the 
petition. That would have been the only effect of ion- 
amplification of particulars or non-furnlshlng of parti- 
culars but it cannot be said that by supplying these 
particulars or by amplifying the particulars any allega- 
tion of this particular corrupt practice came to be 
mentioned in the petition against Vasudev Tripathl. It 
is on this narrow ground that I am inclined to decide 
this preliminary issue. 

I may point out that Mr. Garg, for the first res- 
pondent, had urged before me at the time of argu- 
ments on this preliminary issue that in para 13(A) it 
has been mentioned that the advertisements appeared 
in daily newspapers on several days between February 
1, 1971 and February 25. 1971. It is possible that the 
Issue of Gujarat Samachar dated February 23, 1971, 
did contain an advertisement purporting to have i n»n 
issued over the signature of Vasudev Tripathl in his 
capacity as the President of the District Congress Com- 
mittee of the Congress (.1), but it cannot be said that 
the petition Itself contains an averment or any allega- 
tion of any corrupt practice simply because a reference 
is made to the advertisement as appearing in one of 
the Issues of Gujarat Samachar between February 1. 
1971 and February 25, 1971, This ground of attack <s 
also not available to the first respondent. 

Under these circumstances, I hold that it was not 
necessary for the petitioner to join Vasudev Trinathi 
as a respondent to the petition and the petition is not 
liable to be dismissed because of non-joinder of Vasudev 
Tripathl. 

In the result issue No. (2) is answered in the nega- 
tive. 

By the Order of the Court 

(Sd.) M. M. Shaktri. 

Dy. Registrar (I). 

Dated this 21th day of August, 1971. 

[No. 82/1/71 (GJ).] 


8.0. 2713. — In pursuance of section 106 of the Re- 
presentation of the People. Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) 
the Election Commission hereby publishes the Order, 
pronounced on the 7th December, 1971, by the High 
Court of Mysore at Bangalore in Election Petition 
No. 2 of 1971. 


IN THE HIGH COURT OF MYSORE AT BANGA- 
LORE BEFORE THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE E. S. 
VENKATARAMIAH 


Election Petition No. 2 of 1971 


Between; 


-t — umyaunaaypil, AVloiHgeri, I yrS ., 

Occ; Income-Tax Practitioner, R/o Bagalkot, 
Dlst. Bijapur. — Petitioner. 

(By Sri S. C. Javall, 

By Sri C. N. Kamath. 


By Sri S. B. Chandrashekhar. 
By Sri R. Venkateshwara Rao. 
By Smt. Bharathi R. Rao). 


Vs. 


And 

1. Sanganagouda Basangouda Patil, age 40 years, 

Krishikrlpa, P.O. Bilgi Dist. Bijapur. 

2. The Chief Election Commissioner of India, 

New Delhi. 

3. The Chief Electoral Officer, Govt, of Mysore 

High Grounds, Bangalore- 1. 

4. The Returning Officer, Bangalkot Parlia- 

mentary Constituency. Bijapur— Respondents. 

(By Sri R. M. Patil. Sri V. H. Ron, Sri L. G. 
Havanur. Sri P. G. O. Chengappa and Smt. 
Malini Mahlshi. Advocates for Respondent I; 

Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy and Sri P. R. Srinlvasan 
Advocates for Respt. No. 2. 

Sri B. K. Ramachandra Rao, Addl. Govt. Advo- 
cate and Advocate for Respts. Nos, 3 and 4). 


Election petition filed by the petitioner under Sec. 
81 read with Section 100 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951 challenging the election of the 
Respondent No, 1 to the House of the People from 
26 Bagalkot Parliamentary Constituency in the mid- 
term Elections held in the month of March 1971, and 
seeking an order that (1) the declaration of the 
candidate Respt. No. 1 is void and his election be set 
aside; (ii) the respondent No 1 is guilty of corrupt 
practices within the meaning of S. 123 of representa- 
tion of the People Act, 1951; (iii) the petitioner is 
declared as having been duly elected; (iv) the peti- 
tioner is allowed with costs; and (v) for such other 
reliefs as mav be deemed fit and proper in the cir- 
cumstances of tha case. 


Judgment 

The petitioner who was a candidate at the election 
held in the month of March, 1971, for Lok Sabha 
from Bagalkot Constituency in Mysore State, has filed 
the above election petition under section 81 of the 
Representation of Pepole Act, 1951 (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the Act) calling question the election of 
respondent-1 to Lok Sabha from the said constitu- 
ency at the said election. Respondent-2 is the Chief 
Election Commissioner of India. ResDondent 3 is 
the Chelf Electoral Officer in the State of Mysore. 
Respondent-4 is the Returning Officer of Bagalkot 
Lok Sabha Constituency. 
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Tile grounds urged, among others, in the petition 
for declaring the election or respondent- 1 to .Lok 
fciabha us void were tiie following: — 

(1) That the elecion of respondent- 1 was void for 
the reason tnat votes recorded on spurious and non- 
genmne ballot papers had been counted in his favour, 
according to the Petitioner at the time of counting of 
votes it was noticed that the voting marks placed on 
the election symbol ‘calf and cow' which nod been 
assigned to respondent- 1 were found in a large 
number of ballot papers at the same point in all 
those marks appeared to be brighter than the marks 
on oilier ballot papers and somewhat shining, it was 
urged mat tbe rubocr stamping on the symbol ‘calf and 
cow 1 appeared to nave been done in many of the ballot 
papers more tnan ones and that was a matter of 
surprise to the petitioner, it was also urged that in a 
large number of ballot papers no voting marks at all 
were found anywhere ana they were declared as in- 
valid ones. The petitioner and his agents did not 
know the reason for the existence of such features in. 
many of the ballot papers, Thereafter on further 
consideration by me petitioner, the petitioner felt that 
the rubber stamping on large number of ballot pap- 
ers referred to above could not have been made by 
human band, but must have been made by a mechanical 
process. The petitioner also felt that there must have 
been a preplanned scheme and that some fraud had 
been committed in order to secure the success of 
respondent-1. According to the allegations in the 
petition, the petitioner had reason to believe that cer- 
tain appreciable percentage of ballot papers which, 
were printed at Bangalore had been removed to 
Delhi and they were chemically treated at Delhi or 
that they were altogether removed and replaced by 
another set of chemically treated papers. It was 
urged that the object of chemically treating the 
ballot papers was to see that any voting mark made 
at the polling station on the symbols other than the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ by the voters should disappear 
by the time the ballot papers were taken up for co- 
unting and that on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ a cer- 
tain mark made with a mechanical process appearing 
to be similar to the mark made by the voters in the 
polling station, which was invisible at the time when 
tne ballot paper was issued to the voter in the polling 
station, should appear at the time they were taken up 
for counting. In other words the petitioner’s case on 
this point was that on account of the chemical treat- 
ment of the ballot papers; votes which had been valid- 
ly cast in favour of candidates other than respondent-1 
could not be counted in their favour because they 
had disappeared by the time the ballot papers were 
taken up for counting and that the appearance of 
marks which were invisible at the time when the 
ballot papers were issued at the polling station:, 
was responsible for counting those ballot papers in 
favour of respondent- 1. It was specifically urged that 
the treatment of ballot papers to achieve the above 
result could be made by using 15 per cent solution 
of stabilished Sodium Chlorite (NaCl 02) and by dry- 
ing the paper at low temperature. When such a paper 
was stamped after a couple of days of storing with 
Methyl Violet based stamping ink, the mark would 
gradually wear out within a period of 24 to 48 hours. 
Thus, at the end of that period , there would not be 
any mark at all on such paper It was also urged that 
it was possible to make and invisible mark made by 
using 5 per cent solution of Silver Nitrate (Ag No. 3) 
and 0.2 per cent Indigosol Pink I. R. Extra on such 
paper visible after sometime, It was stated that by 
using ultra voilet light in a dark room, it was possi- 
ble to detect bleached impressions of rubber stamps 
and there were other methods by which the fact whe- 
ther a ballot paper was chemically treated or not could 
be detected. It was urged that these ballot papers 
were chemically treated as a part of a preplanned 
scheme in order to see that candidates belonging to 


Congress (R) party to which respondent-1 belonged 
succeeded m the election and m doing so tbe Eiecuon 
Commission had also colluded or connived. It was* 
thcreiore, urged that the election of respondent-1 
able to be set aside on that account. 

(2) That the amendment of Rule 56 of the Conduct 
of Election Rules (hereinafter reterred to as the Rules) 
as it stands lo-ciuy was done with the object of help- 
ing candidates belonging to Congress (R) party and 
tnat tnq said Rule was ultra vires. 

(3) That the allotment of the symbol 'calf and 
cow' to Congress (R) party amounted to a corrupt 
practice. It was urged that the symbol ’calf and cow’ 
was a religious symbol for a large majority of 
the Indian population, namely, Hindu a considered ‘cow’ 
as a sacrea animal; and 

14.) That respondent-1, In the course of the election 
propaganda eonvassed on communal lines by a syste- 
matic appeal to the voters on the basis of caste and 
religion, A large number of workers who worked on 
behalf of respondent-1 also canvassed on communal 
tines. It was, therefore, urged that respondent-1 waa 
guilty of corrupt practice under Section 123 (3) of 
tne Act. 

Respondent- 1 in his written statement denied all 
the allegations which had been made in the election 
petition. He pleaded that the ballot papers had not 
been chemically treated as alleged by tne petitioner; 
that Rule 56 of the Rules was valid and it had been 
duly framed; that the symbol ’calf and cow' was not 
a religious symbol; that neither he nor any of his agents 
or workers appealed to voters on communal hues and 
that the Election Commission had not connived or 
colluded with Congress (R) party in order to secure 
the success of the members of that party at the last 
Lok Sabha elections. It was pleaded that the election 
petition had not been properly presented and the 
copy of the same served on respondent-1 had not been 
duty attested. 

Respondcnt-2 denied in the written statement that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated as 
alleged by the petitioner. He pleaded that he was 
not in any way a party to the alleged fraud said to 
have been committed with the object of secur- 
ing the success of respondent-1 and his party at the 
Lok Sabha elections. It was pleaded that respondent 
-2 was not a necessary party to the petition. Similar- 
ly respondents 3 and 4 have also denied the allegations 
in the petition. They Rave stated that the ballot 
papers were got printed in accordance with the ins- 
tructions received by them from the Election Com- 
mission of India and that the ballot papers were 
despatched to the Returning Officer immediately after 
they were so printed. The allegations that a number 
of ballot papers were removed from the printing press 
to some other place for the purpose of treating them 
chemically, was also denied by them. It was also stated 
that there was neither time nor opportunity to re- 
move the ballot papers to some other place for tho 
purpose of chemical treatment. 

On the basis of the aforesaid pleadings, the follow- 
ing issues were framed on 13th August, 1971: — 

I. (a) Whether the petitioner proves that the 
rubber stamping on the symbol of ‘cow and 
calf on large number of ballot papers used 
in the election had been made by a mechanic 
cal process on chemically treated ballot papers 
and not by voters? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves that an appre- 
ciable percentage of ballot papers were sub- 
jected to chemical treatment? 
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(c) Whether the petitioner proves that a corrupt 
practice has been committed and that the re- 
sult of the election is materially affected or is 
otherwise vitiated, in the event of findings on 
issues 1(a) and (b) being in the affirmative? 

II (a) whether the symbol ‘cow and calf’ is a reli- 

gious symbol? 

(b) Whether the allotment of ‘cow and calf’ to 
respondent-1 amounts to corrupt practice in 
law? 

Deleted on 9th November, 1971. 

(c) Whether the result of the election is mate- 
rially affected by such allotment, in the event 
of such allotment being held as a corrupt prac- 
tice? 

(d) Whether the validity of the election can be 
called in question in an election petition on 
tho ground referred to in issue 11(b) above? 

III (a) Whether the validity of amendment of 

Rule 56 of the conduct of Election Rules can 
be called in question in an election petition? 

Deleted on 30th November, 1971. 

(b) If the validity of amendment of Rule 56 can 
be called in question in an election, whether 
the amended Rule 56 is ultra vires'! 

(c) If Rule 56 is ultra vires, whether the result 
of the election is materially affected? 

Deleted on 30th November, 1971. 

IV (a) Whether respondent- 1 appealed to voters in 
the course of his election campaign on the 
basis of community, caste and religion? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves any act refer- 
red to in issue IV (a) on the part of respon- 
dent-1 or any of his agent or agents or by any 
other person or persons working for him or 
in furtherance of his prospects at the election? 
Deleted on 9th November, 1971. 

V. Whether any of the alleged corrupt practices 
was committed with the connivance or consent 
or with the knowledge of respondent-1? 

VI (a) Whether the names of any voters were re- 
moved from the electoral roll in violation of 
the Rules7 

(b) Even if it is true, whether such removal can 
form a ground of attack in an election peti- 
tion? 

(c) Whether the result of the election was mate- 
rially affected on account of such removal? 

VII. Whether respondent-2 is a necessary party 
to the election petition? 

VIII. Whether the election petition is not properly 
presented before the court? 

IX. Whether the petition is not maintainable on 
account of non-attestation of the copy of the 
election petition furnished to the respondents? 

Deleted on 30th November, 1971. 

X. What order is to be passed on the election peti- 

tion? 

On 9th November, 1971 the counsel for the petitioner 
submitted that he would not press the grounds cover- 
ed by issues II (a) to (dj, IV (a) and (b), V and 
VI (a) to (c) and on 30th November, 1971 he submit- 
ted that he would not press issues Nos. 111(a), (b), 
and (c). Sri R. M. Patil, the learned counsel for res- 
pondent-1 submitted on 30th November, 1971 that he 
would not press the grounds covered by issues VIII 
and IX. The resulting position is that only issues 1(a), 
(b) and (c), VII and X survive for decision in this 
case. 


Issues I (a), (b) and (c) : The above issues relate 
to the allegation of the petitioner that a substantial 
number of ballot papers were chemically treated with 
the object of securing the success of respondent-1. 
Even though the petition is silent regarding the name 
of the chemical used and the method of treatment of 
ballot papers with the chemical, there is an averment 
that certain experiments said to have been conducted 
had shown that when a paper was treated with Sodium 
Chlorite solution it acquired the characteristic of caus- 
ing disappearance of mark made with ink which was 
used at ihe polling station for ink pads at a subse- 
quent stage and making a mark placed with the help 
of 5 per cent solution of Silver Nitrate (Ag No. 3) 
which was invisible when the mark is made, visible 
at a later stage. It is urged that as a result of such 
chemical treatment and the printing of invisible marks 
on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ on about 30 to 35 per 
cent of the ballot papers, the mark made by voters at 
the nolllng station by voters with the help of Kores 
ink or any other ink, disappeared and the invisible 
marks placed on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ which was 
the symbol of respondent-1 became visible by the 
time the ballot papers were taken up for counting. It 
is pleaded that all those papers which had the mecha- 
nically printed marks on the symbol 'calf and cow’ 
were counted as valid votes in favour of respondent-1, 
and, therefore, respondent-1 got about 30 to 35 per 
cent of total number of votes polled even though the 
voters had not given their votes in his favour. 

It may be mentioned here that the date on which 
the ballot papers were chemically treated has not 
been furnished in the petition. Sri R. Venkateswara 
Rao, the learned counsel for the petitioner, however 
submitted that as can be gathered from the allegations 
made in the petition, the case of, the petitioner was 
that the ballot papers were chemically treated some- 
time after they were printed at the Government Cen- 
tral Press, Bangalore, and before they were delivered 
to the authorised representative of the Returning Offi- 
cer to be carried to the constituency in question. If 
that is so. it may be taken that the case of the peti- 
tioner is that the ballot papers must have been chemi- 
cally treated sometime between 12th February, 1971 
and 21st February, 1971. The necessary inference 
which follows from the above allegations is that the 
ballot papers were treated with a chemical of a spe- 
cified concentration or quality so that the invisible 
marks alleged to have been made on the symbol ‘calf 
and cow’ which were not visible by the polling date 
should become visible on March 10, 1971, which was 
the date of counting and the marks made by the voters 
on the polling day disappeared by March 10, 1971. 

The evidence on this point consists of (i) the oral 
evidence of some persons who were present at the 
time of counting; (ii) oral evidence of M. M. Kulkarni 
(P.W. 2) and Dr. O, P. Dharmahah (P:W: 6) who were 
examined as experts and whose evidence is treated as 
common evidence by consent of parties in E.P. 1 to 4 
and 6 of 1971; (iii) the oral evidence of P.I. Jacob 
(R.W. 2 In E.P. 3 of 1971), K. G. Gowda, (R.W.l); 
M. S. Hirannaiah (R.W. 2)- M. A. Arham (R. W. 3); 
Allabaksh Imam Hasan (K,W. 4) and M. L. Ramanna 
(RW. 5) (the evidence of all these witnesses is treat- 
ed by consent of parties as common evidence in E.P.s.l, 
3, 4 and 6 of 1971) and R. B, Kulkarni (R.W. 6) and 
the documents marked through these witnesses and 
(iv) the result of inspection and scrutiny of certain 
unused and used ballot papers pertaining to the elec- 
tion in question. 

S. S. Kavishetty (P.W. 1); M. B. Kundgol (P.W. 3); 
G. R. Patil (P.W. 4) and the petitioner (P.W. 5) are 
the four witnesses examined on behalf of the petition- 
er to show that a substantial number of ballot papers 
which were used at the election appeared to have cer- 
tain peculiar features at the time when the ballot 
papers were counted. In this case, the polling took 
I place on March, 7, 1971, and counting of votes was 
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done on the 10th and 11th of March, 1971, S. S. Kavi- 
shetty (P.W. 1) was one of the countnig agents ap- 
pointed by the petitioner. His evidence is that the 
counting of votes took place on the 10th and 11th of 
March, 1971, and he was present at the counting hall 
on both the days of counting. He further stated that 
after the counting was commenced he found that in a 
substantial number of ballot papers in which votes 
had been recorded in favour of the first respondent, 
the voting marks which were on the symbol ‘Cow and 
Calf’ were whiter than the ballot papers in which votes 
had been recorded in favour of the petitioner. He 
further stated that the marks that had been placed 
on the symbol of the petitioner were not clear. He 
admitted that he mentioned about these peculiar fea- 
tures to the petitioner and that he also mentioned to 
him that the election was not fair and there was some 
fraud in the conduct of the election. In cross-exami- 
nation he admitted that he was conversant with the 
rules governing the rejection of ballot papers and that 
any ballot paper which was not genuine or which did 
not contain the mark made with the help of the in- 
strument provided by the Polling Officer was liable to 
be rejected. He, however, did not raise any objection 
before the counting Officer or the Returning Officer 
and allowed the said ballot papers to be counted as 
genuine ones. The next witness who has given 
evidence on this question is M. B. Kundgol (P.W. 3). 
He was also a counting agent of the petitioner and 
his evidence is similar to the evidence of P. W. I. 
He stated that he noticed while the counting of ballot 
papers was going on that many of the ballot papers 
in which votes had been cast in favour of the first 
respondent, the voting marks were bright. He also 
stated that the said ballot papers were brighter than 
the rest of the ballot papers. He admitted that the 
presence of these characteristics were the subject 
matter of discussion amongst the petitioner and the 
petitioner’s ages on that day. This witness who knew 
the grounds on which ballot papers had to be rejected 
did not also raise any objection before the Returning 
Officer of the Counting Officer regarding the said 
ballot papers. G. R. Patil (P. W. 41 is another coun- 
ting agent of the petitioner. He is an Advocate by 
profession. His evidence is that he found on a large 
number of ballot papers in which votes had been cast 
in favour of the first respondent uniform marks on the 
symbol ‘Calf and Cow’ and that those marks were 
shining. He has stated that those ballot papers were 
also slightly whiter than the other ballot papers. 
These peculiarities were observed by him afcer an 
hour or an hour and a half after the counting com- 
menced on the 10th of March, 1971 and that he men- 
tioned about the observations made by him 
to the petitioner and other counting agents. He 
has also stated that many of the invalid ballot papers 
did not contain any voting mark at all. This witness, 
in crossexamination admitted that he knew the gro- 
unds on which the ballot papers could Re reiected 
and still he did not raise any obiection with regard 
to the said ballot papers. The petitioner is examined 
as P. W. 5 in the case. He has stated that, when the 
counting of ballot papers was going on, he found that 
about 30 per cent of the ballot papers in which votes 
had been cast in favour of the first respondent were 
brighter in colour than the rest of the ballot pan°rs. 
According to him. he got an impression that those 
hafiot papers must have been subjected to extra 
bleaching. He also stated that those hafiot papers 
ware also smoother than the other ballot papers and 
that he found in all those paners the voting marks 
wore on the svmhol 'Calf and Cow’ at the same point 
in each ballot paner. He admits +ha+ he felt that 
<-r, -no fraud miaht have been committed in the elec- 
tion noneoss. But. he did not bring the above fact 
+ 0 the nn+ice ef the Returning Officer since be did 
n ,-,t understand the manner in which the said -fraud 
bed heen committed. It was only after m oet : nV 
seme of bis leaders with whom he discussed about 
these special features, hi$ suspicion regarding the 


ballot papers became strengthened. After examining 
some of the used and unused ballot papers pertain- 
ing to the election in question, the petitioner stated 
that the ballot papers ih which votes had been cast 
m his favour, the voting marks were all there and 
they did not appear to have become discoloured. He 
has stated that the appearance of those marks was 
similar to their appearance at the time of counting. 
He has also admitted that the colour of the ink used 
for placing voting marks both in the ballot papers In 
which votes had been cast in his favour and in the 
ballot papers in which votes had been cast in favour 
of the first respondent was more or less the same. 
His further answer in examination-in-chief is that 
in some of the used ballot papers in which he found 
the voting marks of the symbol ‘calf and cow’ the 
position of the marks varied from one ballot paper 
to another ballot paper. He plainly admitted that 
none of the features in the used ballot papers about 
which he developed some suspicion at the time of 
counting was visible to naked eye in the ballot papers 
which were examined by him in court and he did 
not find any difference between one ballot paper and 
and another ballot paper. He further stated that 
even if the condition of the ballot papers at the 
time of counting was the same as the condition of 
the ballot papers at the time he examined them in 
Court, he would have stlil had the doubt that the 
ballot papers might have been chemically treated. 
But. he did not give any reason in support of that 
statement since he had earlier admitted that the 
ballot papers which he examined in Court did not 
have any characteristic which would excite suspi- 
cion. The above assertions must have been made bv 
the petitioner only because be had come forward with 
an election petition containing an allegation that the 
ballot paners had been chemically treated^ and Re 
did not want to get awav from the said Position. 
When he was cross-examined about the rontenls of 
paragraph 13 of the election petition in wbcih tWe 
is an allegation of the chemical treatment of the bal- 
lot papers, the petitioner stated that he could not 
give any particulars about the said allegation and 
that he relied on the statement of one Na?noor, the 
petitioner in E.P. No. 5 of 1971, who told him that 
the ballot papers must have been taken from Banga- 
lore 1o Delhi for the purpose of chemical treatment 
and sent back for use. The said Nagnoor is, however, 
not examined. The petitioner did not make anv 
other independent enquiry to assure himself about 
the truth or otherwise about the said allegation He. 
however, stated that, he suspected that the Chief 
Election Commissioner had a hand in the said corrupt 
practice, but. no reasons were given bv him in sup- 
port of the above statement. He further stated later 
on that he had no suspicion about the integrity of 
the Returning Officer or his counting assistants or 
the Chief Electoral Officer. 


The uniform version of the above witnesses, P.Ws. 
1. 3, 4 and 5, is that on March 10, 1971 on winch 
dale counting of votes commenced within about two 
hours they all noticed that a large number of spuri- 
ous ballot par-ers or ballot paners containing marks 
made bv an instrument other than the one provided 
at polling stations were being counted a= valid bal- 
lot naners in favour of respondent-!. Later op all 
of them discussed about it in the course of + be day, 
but still did not raise any objection before the Re- 
turning Officer or the Counting Officers in regard to 
the same. It may be remembered that the counting 
took place on the following dav also. Tbnv all ad- 
mit that thev were aware of the rule which required 
the Returning Officer to roiect th° ballot naners 
which were spurious o r which contained maxVg made 
bv instruments o+her than the one provided at ” a 
polling station'. The conduct of these yfitnesses is 
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not raising objections in regard to the pecularittes 
they observed, does not, appear to be in conflrmity 
with the ordinary conduct of persons who are ta 'ed 
with such a situation. The reason given by the peti- 
tioner that he wanted to verify the matter before 
raising an objection appears to be an afterthought. 
The further evidence of the petitioner in the above 
case is that He did not make any attempt to verify 
whether the suspicion he had about the ballot papers 
was true or not. No enquiry has been made by the 
petitioner about the truth or otherwise of the mat- 
ter. The petitioner has stated that he read some 
articles published in some periodicals after the Lok 
Sabha elections dealing with the possibility of che- 
mical treatment. 

The petitioner examined M, M. Kulkarni, P,W. 2 
and Dr. O. P. Dharmnrah, P. W. 8 as expert witnes- 
aes. Their evidence is treated as common evidence 
in all the petitions, E.P. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971. They 
were examined in support of the above allegation 
regarding chemical treatment of ballot papers. M. M, 
Kulkarni is a person who holds a degree in Engineer- 
ing. Admittedly he does not possess any high quali- 
fication in Chemistry. The extent of his knowledge 
of Chemistry could only be what he might have stu- 
died as an allied subject in the school and in the 
course of his Engineering study. He, however,' claims 
that he had occasion to study the science of invisible 
ink while he was serving in the British Territorial 
Army and that he had conducted experiments after 
the last Lok Sabha elections on invisible inks. Be 
that as it may, the question for consideration iU what 
value should be attached to his evidence. 

M. M. Kulkarni was the election agent of Naval 
Tata who contested from one of the Bombay Lok 
Sabha Constituencies at the last Lok Sabha elections. 
Naval Tata was defeated in the election. Kulkarni 
who was disappointed at the result of that election 
developed suspicion about the ballot papers and 
started conducting experiments to find out whether 
it was possible to treat the ballot papers chemically 
to achieve the desired result. He anperas to have 
given demonstration before the members of the All 
India Congress (O) who did not fare well at. the 
last Lok Sabha elections. A reading of the deposi- 
tion of Kulkarni left me with the impression that he 
was not a disinterested witness. That however is not 
the real factor which has led me to feel that his evi- 
dence is of no use to the petitioner. There arc how- 
ever other more weighty reasons to come to that con- 
clusion. 

In the course of his evidence he has stated that 
the methods of detection of the fact whether a parti- 
cular paper was chemically treated or not were manv. 
One of the methods according to turn was that if 
ultra violet rays were made to fall on a chemically 
treated paper when it was treated" with ’ Sodium 
Chlorite, the treated paper would appear glowing 
white in colour with fluorescence and if an untreated 
paper was seen under ultra violet ravs. it would have 
dull blue colour. He further stated that when he 
conducted experiments on onper with the help of 
diazo compound he found that the treated paner ap- 
peared to be violet in colour whereas the untreated 
paper appeared white. According tn him there were 
some o+her methods of detection with the help of 
Infra red rays, X-rays etc, He also stated that if a 
treated paper and an untreated were immersed in a 
solvent which would dissolve the particular chemi- 
cal, the composition of the solvent after such immer- 
sion would he different. He stated that a mark made 
with the help of Korea ink (methyl violet which 
Is being used in ink pads') would disappear if the 
paner had been treated before such marking with 
Sodium Chlorite or Sodium Hypochlorite on account 
disappear, according to the witness, denended on 
the concentration of the chemical used and the quali- 


ty of paper which was treated. To a question put 
by the court, the witness answered that once a mark 
made by an invisible ink became visible on a treated 
paper, it would continue to be visible for an indefi- 
nite period unless the paper was again subjected to 
another chemical treatment. He stated that such a 
mark would be visible at least for a period of one 
year. He stated that certain marks which would be 
invisible to the naked eye would be visible in some 
cases when they were looked at under ultra violet 
rays. According to the witness he could differen- 
tiate treated papers from untreated papers Cither 
by visual inspection or by conducting experiment 
or with the help of an instrument with which ultra 
violet rays could be made to fall on paper even with- 
out touching the paper. The above evidence was 
given on September 20, 1971, and the further exami- 
nation of this witness was postponed to October 4, 
1971. On October B, 1971, I made an order that the 
Returning Officer should produce before the court 
the unused ballot papers for purpose of inspection 
and scrutiny In this case. The unused ballot papers 
relating to the constituency with which we are con- 
cerned in this case and five other Lok Sabha Consti- 
tuencies in Mysore State were scrutinised by the 
witness. Before those ballot papers were scrutinised, 
the witness was asked by the court whether he was 
In a position to state whether a ballot paper was che- 
mically treated Or not if ballot papers printed for the 
purpose of election in the month of March 1971 were 
taken out from the box and shown to him. His ans- 
wer to that question was that it was possible for him 
to find out either with ultra violet rays or by some 
other method and that he was ready oti that day with 
the necessary eouipment to examine the hallot papers 
with the ultra violet rays. On October 7. 1971. after 
carefully examining about 6080 papers pertaining to 
Mysore Lok Sabha Constituency (the election from 
that constituency is Questioned in E.P. 6 of 1971) the 
witness stated that by passing ultra violet ravs on a 
paper it was not possible for him to sax whether the 
onper has been treated with Sodium Chlorite, or not. 
He further stated that to find out with the ultra vio- 
let ravs whether a piece of paper was treated with anv 
chemical or not, it. would be necessary to have Ihe 
untreated paper of the same kind and, duality. He 
stated that even when both treated and untreated 
papers are viewed under ultra violet rays, he could 
only sav whether any paper had been treated or rot, 
but could not sav whether it was treated with So- 
dium Chlorite or not, He further stated that by pas- 
sine upra violet rays he could sav that the paper 
had been treated with some chemical and could not 
say whether the chemical used is a bleaching age.nt 
or not. Later on he stated that by passing ultra vio- 
let rays on a paper which was treated, he could not 
say even though he was given the sample of the 
paper, whether the paper had been trailed with a 
particular chemical. This answer of the witness is 
at variance with his statement in his evidence which 
he pave on September 20, 1971. namely, “irxffnofl No, 
1 when ultra violet rays are made to fall on a chemi- 
cally treated paper, when it .is treated with Sodium 
Chlorite of the type on which Exhibits P-1 and P-2 
are printed, the treated paper will appear idowmg 
white in colour with fluorescence. Similarlv if ultra 
violet rays are made to fall on the untreated paper 
it will have dull blue colour”. Tito witness gave a 
different, version after examining the unused ballet 
papers because he was not, abl“ to sav (Eat any o 
those papers was treated with Sodium Chlorite, as 
already stated this witness was a person who was in - 
forested in making out a case that in the last, Lok 
Sabha election in India the ballot papers that wore 
used had been chemically treated in order to see 
that the member?; of Congress GM Dfldv returned 
to Lok Sabha in large numbers. Tho wff.ness 
•Unfed at the end of his deposition on October. 7. 1971, 
"that the colour of the paper varies under ultra 
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violet rays from one piece of paper to another piece 
of paper even when it is taken out from the same 
stock if there is variation in the deposits on the 
paper of the chemical used for bleaching purposes 
in the paper factory”. In his deposition, on October 
12, 1971, the witness stated that he had seen in all 
about 35,000 unused ballot papers relating to Elec- 
tion Petitions 1 to 6 of 1971 and he could not say 
without resorting to some other chemical test whe- 
ther any of them is treated with Sodium Chlorite or 
any other particular chemical. He had seen hund- 
reds of those ballot papers under ultra violet rays 
and he was not in a position to say wn ether any of 
them had been treated with Sodium Chlorite or not. 
He further stated that it was not possible to 
say whether a paper is treated with Sodium 
Chlorite or not by passing ultra violet rays on 
it. He further admitted that he did not find any 
voting mark anywhere on the unused ballot papers 
under ultra vioiet rays. The witness also admitted 
that he had not conducted any experiment so far by 
which he could regulate the appearance of any in- 
visible mark 18 hours after the marks were made and 
he could not do any experiment before the co'urt to 
obtain that result, and he required at least three 
months time to conduct such an experiment. 

The next witness who has been examined as an 
expert in this case is P.W. 6, Dr. O, P. Dharmarah. 
He is a Professor of Chemistry in College affiliated 
to the University of Delhi. He has stated that he was 
a former member of Rashtriya Swayam Sevak Sangh 
and that on the governing Council of his college there 
were some members belonging to Bharatiya Jan 
Sangh, some of whose members have hied election 
petitions in the Hin£ Court of Delhi containing simi- 
lar allegations. I shall however, deal with his evi- 
dence without reference to the above statements. 

This witness was summoned on an application 
made by the petitioner after the case ot the peti- 
tioner had been closed and after some of the used 
ballot papers were inspected and scrutinised by the 
court. In his deposition he stated that he could not 
say by merely looking at the ballot papers whether 
any of them was subjected to chemical treatment. 
He however, stated on examining the ballot papers 
under ultra violet rays that the ballot papers differ- 
ed in opacity and exhibited different fluorescence or 
colours. He further admitted that when the paper 
was manufactured if there was difference in the che- 
mical deposit on the surface of the oaoer, different 
portions of the paper would exhibit different colours 
even when th»v were taken out from the same roll 
due the use of different quantities of sizing agent, 
binding agent., etc. He stated that in the ballot paper 
of the five constituencies concerned in Election peti- 
tions 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971 which he inspecte'd, He could 
not take out any ballot paper by visula examination 
in which the mark which was originally visible 
had become invisible because he found m all of them 
marks put on symbols other than ‘calf and cow’ were 
still there. He stated that nobodv by mere visual 
examination of a paper could say that it Vas chemi- 
cally treated. Even by looking at the ballot papers 
under ultra violet rays, he was not in a position to 
sav whether the ballot papers contained mechanically 
printed marks or the shining marks. He could 
onlv say whetfTer ' any particular paper was whiter 
than the other. This witness admitted that he was 
present, at the time when M. M. Kuikarni gave de- 
mostration at. Constitution Club. 'New Delhi, about his 
exneriment. He was present, at that place for about 
t-me-itv minutes. He bad discussed the matter with 
ivr, TVT KulVarni before be came to court to give ed- 
Un-nee and be had also read the deposition of M. M. 
Kuikarni The witness admitted that If a printed 
paper was given to him and he was asked to treat the 


paper, chemically with the object of marking an invisi- 
ble mark visible later on and visible mark disappear 
at a later stage, he could not off-hand sSy how he 
should experiment. After examining the ballot 
papers, he stated that none of the ballot papers; which 
he had seen in the court, had been subjected to chemi- 
cal treatment by applying Sodium Chlorife in liquid 
form. The witness next stated that a paper treated 
with Sodium Chlorite when viewed under ultra violet 
lamp would emit yellow fluroscence. This statement 
is inconsistent with the statement of M, M. Kuikarni 
who on the first day of his examination stated that a 
paper treated with Sodium Chlorite would emit glo- 
wing white colour under ultra violet rays. This wit- 
ness) however admitted that Sodium Chlorite was 
sometimes used by paper manufactures as bleaching 
agent. His further evidence was that even when a 
mark which was visible at the commencement became 
invisible at a later stage, there would be some stain on 
the paper and it depended upon the nature of chemical 
used and the nature of the ink used and he did not 
observe any such stain by visual examination and 
even under ultra violet rays in any of the ballot 
papers examined by him. He however made it clear 
in his deposition that he could not say by visual ex- 
amination whether any of the ballot papers which he 
examined in the court had been chemically treated or 
not. This witness made use of a ultra lamp in court 
while giving evidence. Continuing he said because he 
found different alignment of the mark between one bal- 
lot paper and another ballot paper, he would say that 
the marks were not made mechanically. 

The above witness was approached by the counsel 
for the petitioner through Balraj Madhok who was a 
colleague of this witness at Delhi University and who 
had also filed an election petition with similar allega- 
tions before the High Court of Delhi, this witness 
proceeded to state that a mark made with the help of 
Kores ink on a chemically treated paper and which 
disappeared at a later stage could not he detected by 
looking at the paper under ultra rays. This statement 
is at variance with the statement of M. M. Kuikarni. 
namely, “certain invisible marks to the naked eye 
become visible in some cases when looked at them 
under ultra voilet rays.” This witness was of the 
opinion that none of the ballot pao°rs Which h° 
inspected in court under ultra violet rays had 
any mark which was invisible to naked eve but which 
was visible when it was made. Lastly he stat- 
ed that to his knowledge it was not nossible with the 
equipment available in India to treat about ten lakhs 
of ballot papers with Sodium Chlorite in a period 
of ten days or less. The above question was asked 
in the context of the elections netitions which are 
being tried in this court. He also stated that by the 
exneriment he conducted, he had not been bale +0 re- 
gulate the time of appearance of invisible mark, but 
he had been able to requlate the time 'of disappear- 
ance of a visible. 

Apparently the information which this witness 
possesses regarding the possibility of treating a paper 
chemically with the subiect of making a visible mark 
disapnear and an invisible mark appear, appears to 
be of a recent origin. The witness has admitted in 
the course of his deoosition that he attended the 
demonstration given by M. M. Kuikarni at the Con- 
stitution Club, Delhi, out of curiosity and threafter 
he conducted experiments to find out whether a mark 
placed on a paper would disappear at a regulated 
time and whether it can be made +0 anoear 
at a later stage even though it was invisible at the 
commencement. He has stated the demonstration 
which M. M. Kuikarni gave was a surprise to him. 
If that is the position, the" it is verv difficult to place 
much reliable on the evidence of this witness be n ’iis» 
V>% his own statement it is dear that prior 
to his meeting M. M. Kuikarni in the month of March 
1971, he had no idea of this branch of chemistry. 
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Even granting that there was a possibility of treating 
ballot papers chemically as pleaded by the peti- 
tioner, the question still remains whether it has been 
done in this case. The evidence of an expert witness 
under Section 45 of the Evidence Act is not conclu- 
sive and cannot be used as substantive evidence. The 
court must look for corroboration from the other 
evidence adduced in the proceedings to assure itself 
about the correctness or otherwise of the opinion of 
the expert. The court will have to take into account 
the various factors that surround the transaction 
which is in dispute and should judge the case on the 
basis of both external and internal evidence available 
in the case. The Supreme Court while dealing with 
evidence of a hand-writing expert observed in BANU 
RAM V. PRASANNI (A. I. R. 1950 Supreme Court, 
93, as follows: — 


“Section 67 of the Indian Evidence Act (1 of 1872) 
provides inter alia that if a document is 
alleged to be signed by any person the signa- 
ture must be proved to be in his hand-writ- 
ing. Section, 45 and 47 of the said Act pres- 
cribe the method in which such signature 
can be proved. Under Section 45 the opinion 
of the handwriting experts is relevant while 
under Section 47 the opinion on any 
person acquainted with the hand-writing of 
the person who is alleged to have signed 
the document is admissible. The explanation 
to the section explains when a person can be 
said to be acquired with the hand-writing 
of another person. Thug, there can be no 
doubt as to the manner in which the alleged 
signature of the appellant could and should 
have been proved; but even assuming that 
the signature of the appellant can be legally 
held to be proved on circumstantial evidence 
the principle which governs as the apprecia- 
tion of such circumstantial evidence in cases 
of this kind cannot be ignored. It is only if 
the court is satisfied that the circumstantial 
evidence irresistably leads to the inference 
that the appellant must have signed the form 
that the court “can legitimately reach such 
a conclusion. In our opinion, it is impossi- 
ble to accede to Mr. Doabia’s argument that 
the facts held proved in the High Court in- 
evitably lead to its final conclusion that the 
appellant had in fact signed the form. It is 
clear that in reaching this conclusion the 
High Court did not properly appreciate the 
fact that there was no legal evidence on the 
point and that tl» other facts Tound by it 
cannot even reasonably support tne case for 
respondent-1.” 


Hence, unless there is other reliable evidence in the 
case which leads to the conclusion that the ballot 
papers must have been tampered with as suggested 
by the petitioner, it would not be safe to act merely 
on the evidence of the experts and come to a conclu- 
sion one way or the other on the question in issue. 
We should also bear in mind that the experts are 
not always disinterested. 


The most important material available on the above 
question is the result of inspection and scrutiny or 
ballot oapers themselves. On October 5. 197,, I made 
an order that the Returning Officer should produce 
before the court the sealed boxes containing unused 
ballot papers and accordingly they were produced 
The counsel for the petitioner was asked ^ 

random a few -packets containing unused ballot papers 
of different, polling stations m the constituency for 
purpose of srrutinv and inspection. He accordingly 
selected 3.033 ballot papers oerffimmg to this 
constituent and after inspection of ballot papers 
it was noticed that in some of them there was anv 
mark resembling a voting mark on the symbol calf 


and cow’. M. M. Kulkarni one of the experts exami- 
near the case who examined the ballot papers under 
ultra violet rays also was not able to say whether any 
of them had been' chemically treated. 

Now let me explain the usefulness of the examina- 
tion of the unused ballot papers in determining the 
truth or otherwise of the allegations made in this peti- 
tion. It is admitted that tne oaliot papers were print- 
ed with serial No. 1 upto the serial number of the 
last voter in the Lok Sabha Constituency. On an 
average there were about five lakhs of voters in each 
constituency and the ballot papers which are printed 
would therefore bear serial No. 1 to 5,00,000 or little 
more Or less depending upon the number of voters in 
each constituency. It is stated that to each polling 
station in a constituency approximately about 1000 
voters would be assigned. Thus, ballot papers bear- 
ing serial No. 1 to 1,000 would' have been assigned to 
the first polling station; ballot papers bearing serial 
No. 1,001 to 2,000 would have been assigned to the 
second polling station: ballot papers bearing serial 
Nos. 2001 to 3,000 would have been assigned to pol- 
ling station No. 3 and so on. It is also not possible 
to imagine how many voters would exercise their 
right to vote at each polling station. Hence, if there 
was a preplanned scheme to see that about 35 per 
cent of all the ballot papers were chemically treated 
in such a way that invisible mark on the symbol ‘calf 
and cow’ should become visible at a later stage, then 
amongst the ballot papers whichever not used, there 
must have been some papers in which the invisible 
marks had become visible. The only way of avoiding 
this contingency was by seeing that only the first few 
ballot papers assigned’ to each polling station were 
’chemically treated so that all such papers would be 
used and there would be no trace of such papers 
among the unused ballot papers. In fact that was the 
submission made on behalf of the petitioner. It was 
argued that the chemically treated ballot papers were 
among the first three hundred to four hundred papers 
in each polling station. Then if about 35 per cent of 
the total number of ballot papers had been so treated 
as alleged by the petitioner, then amongst the used 
ballot papers the percentage of treated ballot papers 
should be nearly 60 to 70 per cent because the aver- 
age voting in any polling station would be about 60 
per cent of the total voters. That however is not the 
case of the petitioner. Hence, I feel that the absence 
of even a single ballot paner among the unused ballot 
papers containing the voting mark said to have been 
mechanically made on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ is a 
very strong circumstances against the contention of 
the petitioner. It is very difficult to accept that it was 
possible for anybody to see that not even a single bal- 
lot paper which was so chemically treated and me- 
chanically stamped was found among the unused bal- 
lot papers for no on e knew bow many voters in a 
given area would go to a polling station on the date 
of the poll. 

I shall now deal with the result of examinalion of 
used ballot papers during the course of the trial of 
this petition. Wh°n the trial of this petition was in 
Progress the supreme Court pronounced its lodgment 
in Civil Anneal No, 1343 of 1971 fPHASHT RHTTSHAN 
v PROF.F BA UR A. T MUDHOK AIM'D OTHERR) and 
Civil Anneal IMo 1A73 of 1971 TAMAR 1MATH CHAW- 
LA v. KANWAR LAL GUPTA AND OTHERS) 
which had been filed by some successful, candidates 
who were respondents in some election Petitions pend- 
ing on the file of the High Court of Delhi in which 
similar allegations bad been made. Following the 
said decision, I ordered that the Returning Officer 
should produce all the used ballot papers including 
the reiected ballot papers for purpose of inspection 
and serutinv by the court and it was accordingly done. 
The counsel for the petitioner was permitted to select 
at random certain number of ballot papers from the 
boxes containing +he used ballot neners. Accordingly 
the counsel for the petitioner selected 700 ballot 
papers in which votes had Twer cast in favour of 
respondent-1; 300 ballot papers in which votes had 
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Deen cast m lavour of the petitioner and 12 rejected 
uanoc papers. Tnereaiter tne saia Daiiot papers were 
scrutinised oy tne counsel tor tne parties and Dy me 
court. 1 recuraea tne result 01 visual examination ox 
tnose Paiiot papers in a separate proceeding wmcfi 
was drawn up at tnat time, un visual examination 
01 tnose oanot papers. 1 reit tnat tne allegation tnat 
a large majority ot Daiiot papers naa Deen cnenucany 
treated witn tne desired oDject, was not true. 1 found 
in tne ballot papers in wmcn votes nad been cast in 
favour ot responuent-i tne voting marks were some- 
times to tne left ot tne symbol 'calf and cow’; some- 
times to tne ngnt of tne symbol, and sometimes on 
tne symbol ltseix. Even wnen tne voting marks were 
on tne symbol itself, tney were not found to be at tne 
same position in an tne ballot papers. The angle of 
tne arrow marls in tne voting mans varied front one 
ballot papers to tne otner. in none ot tne ballot 
papers in wnicn votes had been cast m lavour of the 
petitioner, tne voting mark nad disappeared or had 
oecome dull. An examination of tne ballot papers in 
whicn votes had been cast in favour ot respondent-! 
as well as the petitioner showed that the brightness 
of the mark varied from paper to paper pending upon 
the quantity of ink present on the instrument provid- 
ed at the polling station for placing the voting mark. 
Tne allegation that m a large majority of ballot papers 
in which votes had been cast in favour of respondent- 
1, the voting marks were at the same point in ail 
the ballot papers and were uniform in brightness and 
the marks were shining, was not substantiated by the 
result of visual examination of those papers. The 
ballot papers appeared natural in form and none of 
them appeared to have been chemically treated. In 
fact that is the opinion of Dr. O. P. Dharrnarah, one 
of the experts examined in the case. The statement 
of the other witnesses of the petitioner, that certain 
peculiar features were noticed in a large majority 
of ballot paprs by them at the time of counting was 
also not substantiated. It is no doubt true that the 
colour of the paper between one ballot paper and 
another was slightly dissimilar. That was because 
the ballot papers were selected at random for purpose 
of inspection. I am satisfied on the examination of 
the ballot papers that no further enquiry in this re- 
gard is necessary. In the judgment of the Supreme 
Court in the cases cited above, it was observed that 
if the court came to the conclusion on an examina- 
tion of certain number of ballot papers selected at 
random, that the matter should be further probed 
into, the court might take evidence on the point at 
issue including the evidence of expert witnesses and 
thereafter it was open to the court to direct or not 
to direct a general inspection of the ballot papers. 
In view of what is stated above, I am of the opinion 
that no case has been made out to direct a 
a general inspection of the ballot papers. 

The other evidence which remains to be considered 
in this case is the evidence of the witnesses examined 
on behalf of the respondents. One of the Deputy Elec- 
tion Commissioners of India, P.I. Jacob has been, exa- 
mined on behalf of the Chief Election Commissioner 
in this case. He was examined as R.W. 2 in Election 
Petition No. 3 of 1971 and by consent of parties his evi- 
dence is read as common evidence in Election Petitions 
1 to 4 and 6 of 1971. A copy of his deposition is mark- 
ed as Exhibit R-22 in this case. This witness was in 
charge of the last Lok Sabha election. Under Section 
19A of the Representation of People Act, 1951, he was 
authorised to exercise the powers of the Election Com- 
mission subject to supervision and control of the Chief 
Election Commissioner. He has stated that the paper 
used for printing of ballot papers in Mysore v/as pro- 
cured from the Mysore Paper Mills Limited, Bhadra- 
vati, pursuant to an order made by the Director Gene- 
ral of Supplies and Disposals, India. The colour, size 
and substance of the paper to be used for print- 
ing ballot papers were prescribed by the Election Com- 
mission. The colour of the paper was prescribed as 
‘cream wove white’; the size of the paper was pres- 
cribed as 43 cms. by 69 cms. and the substance of the 
paper was prescribed as 10-9 Kgs. per ream, by the 


.tuection Commission of India. The instructions re- 
garamg me printing ox Damn papers were issued as 
per paragrapns Zz ana zts 111 u. nap ter ir ux uie nanu 
“wa xOi rteiurmng omcers (.pages zx ana 3a/. Exm- 
ort -U - >j m median petition is o. a ox is lx is tne said 
doox. inis witness stated tnat instructions naa been 
issued tnat ballot papers snouia oe puntea under 
maximum security conuitions ana snouiu oe uespatan- 
eu to tne various constituencies in ciosea vans under 
police escort, rie empnaticaiiy denied tnat any ox tne 
oanot papers used in any 01 tne non Oaona constitu- 
encies wmcn were concerned 111 isiection petitions 1 
to -x and o ot taxi, naa Deen taken out 01 tne press 
alter tney were printed and tney were cnemciaiiy 
treated Dexore tney were aenverea to cue rteiurmng 
omcers or tneir autnonsea agents. He denied tnat 
mere was any preplanned seneme to wmcn tne Elec- 
tion commission was party under wmcn is was in- 
tended tnat responaent-x who belonged to Congress 
(.xtj party should succeed, rie also denied tnat mere 
was any iraua commuted wun me connivance 01 me 
Election Commission in that direction. Tne witness 
stated that it was not true to say that the Daiiot 
papers used in any of tne constituencies had been 
tampered witn or chemically treated or tney were 
replaced by another set ot Daiiot papers wmch had 
been chemically treated, it was also denied by this 
witness tnat in many of tne ballot papers in whicn 
votes nad been cast in favour ot responaent-1 tne 
voting marks had been made with the help of an 
instrument or mechanically device other man tne 
one provided at the polling station. According to 
tnis witness the object of prescribing that tne count- 
ing ot votes should take place on tne same day in 
an the Constituencies in India except in \7est Eengai 
was to see that the result of the election in any of 
tne constituencies in which poll had taken place aid 
not have any effect on another constituency wnere 
poii nad not yet taken place. The date 01 poil in 
West Bengal was March 10, 1971. Nothing has been 
brought out in cross-examination of this witness Dy 
the counsel for the petitioner to discredit ms testi- 
mony. He was however, questioned about tne dis- 
covery ot certain ballot papers at Chandigarn at a 
piace where the ballot papers should not have Deen 
found. He stated that those ballot papers did not 
relate to the constituency with which we were con- 
cerned and that he had investigated into the same 
and found that certain number of ballot papers whcih 
should have been destroyed by the Press had not 
been destroyed, but had been sold as waste paper to 
the contractors after march 15, 1972 by which time 
election in India had been over. Similarly he stated 
that his investigation into another allegation that 
certain ballot papers were being removed in two 
railway wagons bound for Madhya Pradesh also re- 
vealed that it did not affect the result of the election 
in any constituency. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dents in this case is R.W. 1. He is the Assistant 
Directory of stationery, Government Press, Bangalore. 
He has stated that the ballot papers which were used 
at the last Lok Sabha Elections in Mysore State were 
all printed at Government Central Press, Bangalore. 
The paper which was used for printing ballot papers 
were purchased by the Government Central Press from 
Mysore Paper Mills Limited, Bhadravati. He produced 
Exhibit R. 3 which was the challan under which the 
paper was supplied by the Mysore Paper Mills Limited, 
Bhadravati. The Paper was received on December 1, 
1970 and from out of that stock of paper, certain 
quantity was released for purposes of printing ballot 
papers from February 10, 1971 and February 17, 1971. 
Exhibits R-4 and R-10 are the indents given by the 
Assistant Director of Printing for supply of paper. In 
cross-examination he has stated that the Press did not 
place order for paper specifically for the purpose of 
Lok Sabha elections held in March, 1971. In answer 
to a question regarding the type of paper that was 
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issued for printing of ballot papers, the witness stated 
that ‘cream wove' paper has been issued. When hi* 
attention was drawn to some discrepancy Between 
Exhibit R-4(a), R-tHa) on the one hand and Exhibits 
R-5(a), R-7(a), R-8(a), R-9(a) and R-10(a), be ans- 
wered that by mistake instead of ‘cream wove’ paper 
it might have been written as white-paper in Exhibit* 
R-6(a), R-7(a), R-8(a), R-9(a) and R-10(a). The 
witness stated that he had not noticed the discrepancy 
in the description of paper referred to above at the 
time when the paper was issued for printing. He 
stated that the entire quantity supplied under Exhibit 
R-3 was supplied from one stock. 


M. S. Hirannaiah, R.W. 2, is the Assistant Director, 
Government Central Press, Bangalore, and he was in 
charge of the printing of ballot papers, He stated that 
the programme of printing and dispatch of ballot 
papers was settled by the Chief Electoral Officer in 
consultation with the Director of Printing as per Ex- 
hibit R-ll. The said document is sgined by the Under- 
secretary working under the Chief Electoral Officer . 
This witness stuted that he received instructions from 
the authorised representatives of the Returning Officers. 
He printed the ballot papers in accordance with Form 
No. 7A (Exhibits 12 to 1G) sent by the Returning Offi- 
cers. After the proof of the ballot papers in respect 
of each constituency was approved lay the concerned 
authorised representative of the Returning Officer, the 
ballot papers were printed and after the ballot papers 
were printed they were numbered serially from No, 1 
to last number of the ballot paper printed for that 
constituenccy. After the ballot papers were printed 
and were cut to size, they were being taken to another 
portion of the Government Printing Press premises 
which was known as ‘Election Shed 1 , where the ballot 
papers used to be kept In sealed boxes. There they 
were checked, counted and bounded into bundles of 
500 each. Exhibit R-17 is the programme of work of 
printing of ballot papers which was being maintained 
by this witness. 


The said Exhibit R-17 contains the date on which the 
ballot papers were despatched and according to this 
witness till the ballot papers were despatched they 
used to be at the ‘Election Shed’. He has further 
stated that the Printing Press where the ballot' papers 
were benig printed and 'Election Shed’ where the 
ballot papers were being kept were under the care 
and protection of the Watch and Ward Stall of the 
Press and the Police Officers whose service were 
secured for the said purpose at the time when the 
ballot papers were being printed at the Government 
Central Press, This witness has been cross-examined 
at length, but I do not find that anythnig is brought 
out to discredit the testimony of this witness, Sri R. 
Venkateswara Rao, the learned counsel for the peti- 
tioner, however argued that this witness had not ex- 
lalned the difference in the colour of some of the 
allot papers and the user of a bigger type of numerals 
in some cases to print serial numbers of the ballot 
papers than what were used in the cases of other ballot 
papers. It was open to the petitioner on whom the 
burden of proof lay in this case to have put questions 
about them to this witness but he has not done so. It 
would be unfair to draw any inference against the 
witness or the respondents without drawing the atten- 
tion of the witness to these points raised on behalf of 
the petitioner. The position of the petitioner in un 
election petition is not that of an accused in a criminal 
case and it is not open to a petitioner in an election 
petition to raise some point which is likely to lead 
to some doubt and to claim the benefit of it and on 
that basis to seek a declaration that the election is 
void. In fact the position of the petitioner in an elec- 
tion petition is equivalent to the position of the prose- 
cution in a criminal case. The petitioner cannot cer- 
tainly take advantage of a circumstance of the type 
referred to above. 


The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dents is M.A. Arham, R.W. 3. He was nn Under Secre- 
tary to the Government of Mysore and was in charge 
of election. He was working under the directions of 
the Chief Electoral Officer at the last Lok Sabha elec- 
tion. He has stated that he was visiting the Pres* 
nearly 4-5 times every day when the ballot papers 
being printed and during the time when the ballot 
papers were in the premises of the Government Press, 
Bangalore. He was in charge of the supervision of 
the printing of ballot papers. He was assisted by 
Allabaksh Imam, Section Officer, R.W. 4 and M.A. 
Kaiburgi, a Senior Assistant. His duty to see that the 
ballot papers were printed and despatched well in 
time through the authorised representatives of the 
Returning Officers after they were duly checked, 
scrutinised and bundled at the Government Central 
Press R.W. 4 Allabaksh Imam, Section Officer who 
was assisting M. A. Arham has corroborated the evi- 
dence of M.A. Arham. 

M.L. Ramanna, R.W. 5 is the police officer who was 
in charge of security arrangements at the Government 
Central Press, Bangalore, at the time when the ballot 
papers were being printed for the last Lok Sabha 
elections. His evidence is that from February 12, 1971 
to March 3, 1971, he had made necessary security 
arrangements. He had posted one Head Constable 
and three Constables to be in charge of the security 
of the Government Central Press and they had to be in 
charge of security of the Press all the 24 hours during 
that period, No doubt the police officers used to do 
their job by turns along with the members of 
the Watch and Ward of the Government Central Press. 
He has stated that he was visiting the premises of the 
Government Central Press occasionally to verify whe- 
ther the persons who had been entrusted with the 
duty of looking after the premises of the press were 
doing their job properly or not, 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dents is R.B. Kulkarni, P.W.6. This witness had been 
appointed as the authorised representative of the Re- 
turning Officer to attend to the printing of ballot papers 
at the Government Central Press, Bangalore. His evi- 
dence is that he reached Bangalore on February 12, 
1971 along with two assistants and later on four more 
assistants joined him and they all stayed at Bangalore 
till February 21, 1971. He has stated that he checked 
the proof of the ballot papers and the printing of ballot 
papers was over by February 17, 1971. The checking 
of papers, their bundling and packing was over by 
February 20, 1971 and that he took delivery of the 
ballot papers on February 21, 1971, He has stated 
that the ballot papers after they were printed were 
not removed from the promises of the Government 
Central Press to any other place till he took delivery 
of them on February 21, 1971. He has stated that he 
carried the ballot papers with police excort. In cross- 
examination he has stated that he did not know whe- 
ther he had to carry the ballot papers on February 18, 
1971 and that it was not correct to say that he scru- 
tiny of ballot papers was over by February 14, 1971. 
He also stated that he had no control over the security 
arrangements at the Press, The security arrangements, 
as spoken to by other witnesses, were in charge of the 
authorities of the Press and the police and the fact 
that this witness had not control over the security 
arrangements at the press does not in any way affect 
the probative value of the evidence of this witness. 

On reading the evidence of this witness and the 
other witnesses examined on behalf of the respondents 
as a whole, I am satisfied that adequate arrangements 
had been made regarding the security of the ballot 
papers at the Government Central Press and the ballot 
papers were never removed from the premises of the 
Government Central Press until they were actually 
delivered to the authorised representatives for the pur- 
pose of being carried to the constituencies. 
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Sri R. Venkateswara Rao urged that the Chief 
Electoral Officer had not produced the sample of the 
paper used for the printing of ballot papers which 
has been retained at the Government Central Press, 
Bangalore, even though he was called upon to do so 
by the petitioner, and, therefore, an adverse infe- 
rence should be drawn against him. In reply to the 
memo of the petitioner calling upon the Chief Electo- 
ral Officer to produce the said sample paper, the 
Additional Government Advocate had stated that the 
paper was with the Government Central Press and 
the petitioner could take steps to summon it. Neither 
the! Director of Government Central Press nor the 
state of Mysore is a party to this election petition 
and the Government Central Press is not under the 
control of the Chief Electoral Officer. It was open 
to the petitioner in these circumstances to have taken 
steps to summon the said paper from the Govern- 
ment Central Press which he has not done. No ad- 
verse inference can therefore be drawn against the 
Chief Electoral Officer on this ground. 


it was next contended by the counsel for the peti- 
tioner that the chemical analysis of the ink that was 
useci at the polling stations for the purpose of mak- 
ing the voting marks on the ballot papers had not 
been produced by the Election Commission. The peti- 
tioner cannot make a grievance of this because he 
had not asked the Election Commission to produce 
the same. One other ground urged by Sri R. Venka- 
teswara Rao was that the Stock Ledger of the Gov- 
ernment Central Press, Bangalore, had not been pro- 
duced by the Chief Electoral Officer. As already 
stated the Chief Electoral Officer could not be called 
upon to produce anv document which was in the cus- 
tody of the Government Central Press. Hence the 
Petitioner cannot also make a grievance o'f it. 

The allegation that an appreciable number of bal- 
lot papers had been removed from the premises of 
the Government Central Press to some other place 
after they were printed and before they were de- 
livered to the agent of the Returning Officer, ibr pur- 
poses of treating them chemically, is baseless. I also 
hold that the allegations made by the petitioner 
against the Election Commission in the petition are 


untrue. 

It is significant that the petitioner did not make 
any enquiry at the Government Central Press, 
galore, to find out whether the ballot papers had at 
all been removed to some other place ^ 
mentioned here that the Government Central Press, 
Ranflalore was a Department of the State Govern 
ment and during the relevant time, the Government 
in the State of Mysore was bemg rim bv the mem- 
bers of Indian National Congress (Ol party. It is, 
therefore verv difficult to accept the case of the peti- 
tioner that in collusion with or with he connivance 
of the Election Commission that somebody was abl 
to treat these papers chemically, 


The petitioner has also not placed before cou , r f 
anv nc-itivc evidence to show that the ballot papera 
had V - m taken out of the premises of he Govern- 
r-nont rvntral Press bv somebody with the object of 

SS? tdm b ” ■- 

other set of chemically Seated ballot rapers. 

"Rpfore recording my findings on issues I 
and (0 I pSoi to refer to one other aspect of 
thP case Neither in the petition nor m the course 

sFrs if asisrs* 

Ev -bon Commissioner «intmjdm mm Pohti- 

petitioner ^badftV the'ffiectffin 

evTnTn places where'they were sure of their success 


and being unable to explain the cause for their fail- 
ure were in search of an alibi, the theory that the 
elections were rigged by resorting to chemical treat- 
ment of ballot papers which was the figment of the 
imagination of a deeply disappointed person with a 
fertile brain and which was given wide publicity 
just before the time for filing election petitions was 
over, was readily adopted by them as a ground to 
challenge the elections of some successful candidates. 
It is unfortunate that such grave allegations have 
been made in these proceedings without due verifi- 
cation. It is significant that the petitioner was not 
able to furnish any particulars about any of the per- 
sons involved in the alleged corrupt practice, but 
only relied upon the evidence of some witnesses who 
have given evidence regarding some peculiar features 
which they observed in some of the ballot papers at 
the time of counting. The result of visual examina- 
tion of the ballot papers, both used and unused, and 
the other material which is available in the case 
totally belio the story that the ballot papers had 
been chemically treated and lead me to the conclu- 
sion that the allegation that, certain peculiar features 
were observed by the witnesses for the petitioner at 
Che time of counting must have been invented as an 
after-thought to suit the theory that the success 
of the Congress (R) party was on account of the che- 
mical treatment of ballot papers. After giving my 
anxious considerations to all aspects of this case._ I 
feel that the allegations made against the Election 
Commission and the officials connected with the elec- 
tion process arc wholly unjustified. I fully exonerate 
the Chief Election Commissioner, the Chief Electoral 
Officer, the Returning Officers and all other officers 
who were entrusted with the duties connected wih 
the election of all the charges and other veiled and 
sinister suggestions made against them. 

I. therefore, hold on issue No. 1(a) that the peti- 
tioner has failed to prove that the rubber stamping 
on the symbol 'cow and calf on large number of 
ballot papers used in the election bad been made 
by a mechanical process on chemically treated ballot 
papers mid not bv voters: and on issue No. 1(b) 
that ihe petitioner has failed to prove that an appre- 
ciable pcrccffisge of ballot papers were subjected to 
chemical treatment. In view of the findings on issue 
No. 1(a) and (b), Issue No. 1(c) docs not survive. 

issue No. VH.— This relates to the Question whether 
the Election Commission of India was a necessarj 
partv to the election petition. It was contended by 
Sri S. C. Sundara Swamy, the learned counsel for 
respondent-2, that in view of Section 82 of the Re- 
presentation of People Act, it was not open to the 
petitioner to implead any person other than the can- 
didates as respondent to the petition. On going 
through Section 82 of the Act, I feel that the sam 
section only prescribes that all the contested candi- 
dates should be made parties to an election petition. 
It does not say that no other person should be made 
fl parly to the election petition. When _ allegations 
of corrupt practice are made in an election petition 
against some persons other than a candidate, there 
1 =" nothing wrong in impleading them as parties °ven 
qt the state of presentation of the petition, n may 
be mentioned that under Section 99 of Act. 

if the court trying an election petition wants ot hotel 
a person other than a candidate guilty of corrupt 
practice, it has to issue a notice to him and then 
decide the said question. That only shows that per- 
sons other than the candidates could be made Parties 
to a n election petition. Even if it is to be held that 
the Election Commission was not 3 necessary party. 

I fee! that the Election Commission, m the circum- 
stances of this case, was a proper party. I. 
hnld on issue No. VII that respondent-?- Election 
Commission of India, is a proper party though not 
a necessary party to the petition. 

Issue No X— In view of mv findings on issue Nos. 
Wn), (b) and (c), this petition fails and is dismis- 
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In view or the baseless allegations made in the 
petition, I feel that in the cireumstances of the case, 
the petitioner should be directed to pay by way of 
costs Rs, 650/- to respondent-1; Rs, 650/. to respon- 
dent-2, and Rs, 650/- to respondents 3 and 4, toge- 
ther. r i-T) 

[No. 82/MY/2/72.1 
(Sd.) E. S. VenkataraMiah, 

Judge. 

7th December, 1971, 

New Delhi, the 5th July 1972 


S O. 2714. — In pursuance of section 100 of the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act, 1951 (49 of 1951) the Flec- 
tion Commission hereby publishes the Order pronounc- 
ed on the 7th December, 1971, by the High Court oi 
Mysore at Bangalore in Election Petition No. 3 of 1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MYSORE AT BANGALORE 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE JUSTICE E. S- VENKATA- 
RAMIAH 


Election Petition No. 3/1971 

Between; 

Dr. N. C. Biligiri Rangiab, Advocate, 6th Cross 
Road, Sriramapuram Bangalorc-21. 

Petitioner: 


(By Sri S. C. Javali, Sri R. Venkateswara Rao, S.'i 
S. B. Chandrasekhar and Smt. Bharathl R, 
Rao). 

AND 

1. Sri S. M. Siddaiah, M.P., Advocate Ashoka- 

puram, Mysore City. 

2. Sri Nanjundaiah, S/o. Javaralah. A. K. Street, 

Sosale Village, T. Narasipura Ta'uh, Mysore 
District. 


3. Sri K. Siddaiah, V, P. Member, A. K. Street, 

Tagadur Village, Nanjungud Taluk, Mysore 
District. 

4. Sri R. Subramanyalah, S/o. Sri Rangainh, A. K. 

Street, Nerle village, Nanjongudi Taluk, Mysore 
District. 

5. Sri K. M. Siddananjaiah, Ex. Taluk Board Mem- 

ber, A, K. Street, Kukkur village, Talabad 
Hobll, T. Naraslpur Taluk, Mysore District. 

fl. The Chief Election Commissioner, Government 
of India, New Delhi. 

7. The Chief Electoral Officer, Government of 

Mysore, High Grounds, Bangalore. 

8. The Electoral Registration Officer, Office of the 

City Municipality, Mysore City. 

9. The Electoral Registration Officer Cum Sub- 

Divisional Officer, Naniaugudi Sub-dp. Linr, 
Nanjangudi, Mysore District. 

Respondents: 

10. The Assistant Electoral Registration Officer, Cum 
Tahsildar, T. Narasipur Taluk, T. Narasipur 
Mysore District. 


11. The Returning Officer Cum Deputy Commis- 
sioner, Chamaraianagar Parliamentary (Re- 
served) Constituency, Mysore District, Mysore. 


(By Sri R. M. Patil, Sri V. H. Ron, Sri I,. G 
Havanur, Sri P. G. C. Chongappa and Smt 
Ala mi Mablshi, Advocates for respondenl 
No. 1 : 


By Sri T. T. Amble, Advocate for respondent 
No, 2; 

By Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy and Sri P. R. Srinl- 
vasan. Advocates for respondent No. 6; 

By Sri B, K. Ramachandra Rao, Additional Gov- 
ernment Advocate, and Advocate for Res- 
pondents 7 to 11; 


Respondents 3, 4 and 5 placed exparte as per 
order dated 25th June 1971. 

Election Petition filed by the Petitioner under Sec- 
tion HI read with Section 100 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951, challenging the election of the 
respondent No. 1 to the House of the People from the 
Chamarajanagar Constituency in the Mid term General 
Elections held in the month of March, 1971, and seek- 
ing an order that (1) the inclusion and registration of 
the name of the respondent No. 1 as an elector by 
respondents Nos. 9 and 10 at St. No. 791, Part No. 59, 
of Sosa e village, in Bannur Assembly Constituency 
comprised in Chamarajanagar Parliamentary (Reserv- 
ed) Constituency is illegal and void ab initio 1 ; (ii) the 
nomination of the respondent No, 1 to contest as a 
candidate from Chamarajanagar (Reserved) Parlia- 
mentary Constituency is invalid and illegal, the defects 
found in it are substantial and vital in character and 
as such is liable to bo rejected; (Hi) the acceptance 
of the nomination of respondent No. 1 by respondent 
No. U is improper and Illegal; (iv) the respondent 
No. 1 is gui'ty of corrupt practices within the meaning 
of Section 123 of the Representation of the People Art, 
1951; (v) the Amendment Rule 56 (1) of the Conduct 
of Election Rules, 1961, is mala fide , illegal and ultra 
vires, the powers of respondent No. 6 (vi) the election 
of the returned candidate respondent No. 1 is void 
and his election he set aside; (vii) the petitioner has 
been duly elected, and (vlii) for such other reliefs as 
may be deemed tit and proper in the circumstances of 
the case. 

This Election Petition coming on for trial on 13th, 
14th, 15th, 16th. 21st and 30th days of September, 
1971, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 11th, 12th, 13th, 14th, 21st 25th, 
26th and 28th days of October, 1971. and 2nd, 3rd, 
4th, 8th. 9th, 10th, 15th, 16th, 17th, 18th, 22nd and 23rd, 
24th, 29th and 30th days of November, 1971, in the 
presence of Sri S. C. Javali, Sri C. N. Kamath, Sri S. B. 
Chandrasekhar, Sri R. Venkateswara Rao and Smt. 
Bharathi, R. Rao, Advocates for the petitioner gnd Sri 
R. M, Patil, Sri V. H. Ron, Sri L. G. Havanur, Sri 
P. G. C. Chengappa and Smt. Malini Mahishi. Advo- 
cator for respondents No. 2, Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy 
and Sri P. R. Srinivasan, Advocates for the respondent 
No. 6 and Sri B. K. Ramachandra Rao, Assistant Gov- 
ernment Advocate and Advocate for respondents 7 to 
11, respondents 3, 4 and 5 having been placed exparte 
and this Election Petition having stood over for con- 
sideration; 

This Election Petition coming on for Hearing this 
day, the Cmrt delivered the following: — 

JUDGEMENT 

Venka ta jimvIiati, J : The petitioner who was a 
candidate at the “lection held in the month of March 
1971 for Lok Sabha from Chamarajanagar Constituency 
in Mysore State, has tiled the above election petition 
under Section 81 of the Representation of People Act,, 
1951 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) calling in 
Question the election of respondent-1 to Lok Sabha from 
the said constituency at the said ejection. Respon- 
dents 2 to 5 were the candidates, who contested the 
said election Rpspondent-6 is the Chief Election Com- 
missioner of India, Respnndent-7 is the Chief Electoral 
Officer in the Stnte of Mysore. Respondents 8, 9 and 
10 are the Electoral Registration Officer of Mysore Citv. 
Electoral Registration Officer of Nanjangud and the 
Asst. Electoral Officer of T. Narasipur. Resnondent-ll 
is the Returning Officer of Chamarajanagar Lok Sabha 
Constituency. 

The grounds urged among other# tn the petition for 
declaring the election of respctfident-1 to Lok Sabha 
as void were the following: — 

(1) That the election of resmondent-1 was void for 
til-' reason that vo teg recorded I on spurious and non- 
genuine ballot pape rs had been counted in his favour 
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According to the petitionner at the time 01 counting 01 
voces it was noticed that tne voting marKs placed on cne 
election symooi can and cow wn.cn nad been assigned 
to respouuent-l were round in a large number ox oai- 
tot papers at tne same point in ail cnose uaiiot papers; 
mat me coiour 01 arose marks appeared to be brighter 
tnan tne marks in otner uaiiot papers, and somewhat 
snining. it was urged that tne luooer stamping on 
me symbol 'call ana cow' appeared to have been uone 
in many of tne ba.iot papers more tnan once and mat 
was a matter of surprise to the petitioner, it was arso 
urged tnat in a large numoer or oanot papers no vot- 
ing marks at ail were round anywhere and they were 
declared as invahd ones. The petitioner and his agents 
did not know the reason lor tne existence of such 
features in many of tne ballot papers, inereaner on 
further consideration by tne petitioner, tne petitioner 
felt that the rubber stamping on large number of ba.iot 
papers referred to above could not have been made 
oy human hand, but must have been made by a mech- 
anical process. The petitioner also felt that there 
must have been a preplanned scheme and that some 
fraud naa been committed in order to secure tne suc- 
cess of respondent-1. According to tne allegations in 
tne petition, the petitioner had reason to ueneve that 
certain appreciable percentage 01 ballot papers which 
were printed at Bangalore had been removed to Delhi 
and tney were chemically treated at Delhi or that 
they weie altogetner removed and replaced by another 
set of chemically treated papers, it was urged that 
the Object 01 chemically treating the ballot papers was 
to see that any voting mark made at the polling station 
on tne symbols other than the symbol calf and cow' 
by the voters shou.d disappear by the time tne ballot 
papers were taken up for counting and tnat on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow a certain mark made with a- 
mechanicai process appearing to be similar to the mark 
made by the voters in the polling station, which was 
invisible at the time when the ballot paper was issued 
to the voters in the polling station, should appear at 
tne time they were taken up lor counting, in other 
words the petitioner's case on this point was tnat on 
account of the chemical treatment of the ballot 
papers, voting marks which had been valid.y cast in 
favour of candidates other than respondent -1 could not 
be counted in their favour because they had disappear- 
ed by the time the ballot papers were taken up for 
counting and that the appearance of marks which 
were invisible af the time when the ballot paper 
were issued at the polling station, was responsible for 
counting the votes case on those ballot paper in favour 
of respondent-I. It was specifically urged that the treat 
ment of ballot papers to achieve the above result could 
be made toy using 15 per cent solution of stabilised 
sodium chlorite (Na Cl 0 2 ) and by drying tne paper 
at low temperature. When such a paper was stamped 
after a couple of days of storing with methyl violet 
based stamping ink, the mark would gradually wear 
out within a period of 24 to 48 hours. Thus, at the 
end of that period, there would not be any mark at 
all on such paper. It was also urged that it was possi- 
ble to make an invisible mark made by using 5 per 
cent solution of silver nitrate (Ag N O a ) and 0.2 per cent 
indigosel pink I.R. extra on such paper visible after 
sometime. It was stated that by using ultra violet 
light in a drak room, it was possible to detect bleached 
impressions of rubber stamps and there were other 
methods by which the fact whether a ballot paper 
was chemical.y treated or not could be detected. It 
was urged that these ballot papers were chemically 
treated as a part of a preplanned scheme in order to 
see that candidates belonging to Congress (R) party to 
which respondent-l belonged succeeded in the election 
and in doing so the Election Commission had also col- 
luded or connived. It was, therefore urged that the 
election of respondent -1 was liable to be set aside on 
that account. 

(2) That the amendment, of Rules (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the Rules) as it s lands lo-day was done 
with the object of helping candidates belonging to 


Congress (R) Paity and tkai the said Rule ¥?a» ultra 
vires. 

(3) That the allotment of the symbol ‘calf and cow’ 
to congress (R) party amounted to a corrupt practice. 
It was urged that tne symbol calf and cow was a 
religious symbol for a large majority of the Indian 
Population, namely, Hindus considered ‘cow’ as sacred 
animal. 

(4) That respondent-1, in the course of the election 
propaganda canvessed on communal lines by a systema- 
tic appeal to the voters on the basis of caste and reli- 
gion. A large number of workers who worked, on 
behalf of respondent -1 also canvassed on communal 
lines. It was, therefore, urged that respondent -1 was 
guilty of corrupt practice under Section 123(3) of the 
Act. 

(5) That the acceptance of the nomination paper of 
the 1 st respondent was not in order, and, 

( 6 ) that certain ballot papers in which voting marks 
had been made with the Presiding Officer’s Seal had 
been wrongly accepted as va.id ballot papers. 

Respondent -1 in his written statement denied all the 
allegations which had been made in the election peti- 
tion. He pleaded that the ballot papers had not been 
chemically treated as alleged by the petitioner; that 
Rule 56 of the Rules was valid and it had been du.y 
framed; that the symbol ‘calf and cow’ was not a reli- 
gious symbol; thaL neither he nor any of his agents or 
workers appealed to voters on communal lines, and 
that the Election Commission had not connived or col- 
luded with Congress (R) party in order to secure the 
success of the members oi that party at the last Lok 
Sabha elections. It was pleaded that the nomination 
paper oi the 1 st respondent had been validly accepted 
and no invalid ballot papers had been accepted 
as valid ones. It was further urged that the election 
petition had not been properly presented and that the 
copy of the petition served on Respondent-1 had not 
been properly attested. Respondents 2 to 5 did not 
contest the petition. They were placed ex parte. 

Respondent-5 denied in the written statement that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated as alleged 
by the petitioners. He pleaded that he was not in 
any way a party to the alleged fraud said to have been 
committed with the object of securing the success of 
respondent-l and his party at the Lok Sabha elections. 
It was pleaded that he was not a necessary party to 
the petition. Similiary respondents 8 to 11 also denied 
the allegations in the petition. They have stated that 
there was no defect in the nomination of Respondent-l 
that the ballot papers were got printed in accordance 
with the instructions received by them from the Elec- 
tion Commission of India and tnat the ballot papers 
were despatched to the Returning Officer immediately 
alter they were so printed. The allegations that a 
number of baloi papers were despatched to the Return- 
ing Officer immediately after they were so printed. 
Tne allegations that a number of ballot papers were 
removed from the Printing Press to some other place 
for the purpose of treating them chemically, was also 
denied by them. It was also stated that there was 
neither lime nor opportunity to remove the ballot 
papers from the Press to some other place for purposes 
or' chemical treatment. 

On the basis of the aforesaid pleadings, the following 
issues were framed on 13th August, 1971: — 

Issues 

1(a) Whether the petitioner proves that the rubber 
stamping on the symbol of ‘cow and calf on 
large number of ballot papers used in the elec- 
tion had been made by a mechanical process 
on ,chemically treated ballot papers and not by 
voters? 
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(b ) Whether tile petitioner proves that an appreci- 
able percentage of ballot papers were subjected 
to Chemical treatment to be used in the elec- 
tion? 

(c) Whether the petitioner proves that a corrupt 
practice has been committed and that the le- 
sult of the election is materially allected or is 
otherwise vitiated, in the event of Endings on 
issues 1(a) and ,(b) being in the affirmative? 

11(a) Whether the symbol ‘cow and calf is a reli- 
gious symbol? 

[(b) Whether the allotment of ‘cow and calf' to 
respondent-1 amounts to corrupt practice in 

law? 

(c) Whether the result of the election is materially 
aileeted by such allotment, in the event of 
such allotment being held as a corrupt prac- 
tice? 

(d) Whether the validity of the election can be 
called in question in an election petition on 
the ground referred to in issue 11(b) above? 

Ill (a) Whether respondeht-1 appealed to voters in 
the courts of his election compaign on the 
basis of community caste and religion?] 

[Deleted on 30-11-1971.J 

(b) Whether the petitioner prOve 3 any act refer- 
red to in issue No. Ill (a) on the part of res- 
pondent-! or any of his agent or agents or by 
any other person or persons working for him 
or in furtherance of his prospects at the elec- 
tion? 

[IV. Whether any of the alleged corrupt practices 
was committed with the connivance or consent 
or with the knowledge of respondent-1 ?] 

[Deleted on 30-11-1971.] 

[V(a) Whether the validity of amendment of Buie 50 
of the Conduct of Election Buies can be called 
in question In an election petition? 

(b) Whether the validity of amendment of Rule 56 
can be called in question In an election peti- 
tion, whether the amended Rule 56, is ultra 
vires 7 

(c) If Buie 56 is ultra vires, whether the result 
ot the election is materially affected? 

Vl(a) Whether the names of any voters were removed 
from the electoral rolls is violation of the 
Rules? 

(b) Even if it is true, whether such removal can 
from a ground of attack In an election peti- 
tion? 

(c) Whether the result of the election was mate- 
rially affected on account of such removal?l 

[Deleted on 9-11-1971.1 

VII. Whether respondent-6 is a necessary party to 
the election petition? 

VIII (a) Whether respondent-1 was not quallflled 
to contest the election from Chamarajanagar 
Reserved Constituency and whether the accept- 
ance of nomination paper was improper? 

(b) Whether the election Is to be declared as void 
on account of the improper acceptance of the 
nomination paper of respondent-1? 

[IX. Whether ballot papers used in Polling Booth 
Nos. 33/109, 34/109, 35/109 and 36/109 are not 
marked by the seals as alleged? 

[Deleted on 30-11-1971.1 

X. Whether the petitioner has not attested the 
copies of the election petition supplied to the 
respondents and whether the election petition 
is not maintainable on that account. 


[XI. Whether the election petition is not properly 
presented before the Court?] 

[Deleted on 30-11-1971.] 

XII, What order is to be passed on the election 
petition. 

On 9-11-1971 Shri R. Venkateswara Rao, learned 
counsel for the petitioner submitted that he would not 
press grounds covered by issues VI(a), (b) and (c), 
on 30-11-1971 he submitted that he would not press 
the grounds covered by issues 11(a) and (b), (c) and 
(d), 111(a) and (b), IV, V(a), (b) and (c) and IX and 
on the same date Shri R, M, Patil, learned counsel for 
the first respondent submitted that he would not press 
the grounds covered by issues X and XI. The result- 
ing position is that only issues 1(a), (b) and (c), VII, 
VIII (a) and (b) and XII survive for decision in this 
case. 

Issues 1(a), (b) and (c). — The above Issues relate to 
the allegation of the petitioner that a substantial 
number of ballot papers were chemically treated with 
the object of securing the success ol respondent-1. 
Even though the petition is silent regarding the name 
of the chemical used and the method of treatment of 
ballot paper with the chemical, there is an averment 
that certain experiments said to have been conducted 
had shown that when a paper was treated with sodium 
chloride solution it acquired the characteristic of caus- 
ing disappearance of mark made with Ink which was 
used at the polling station for ink pads at a subsequent 
stage and making a mark placed with the help of 
5 per cent solution of Silver Nitrate (Ag N O a ) which 
was invisible when the mark is made, visible at a later 
stage- It is urged that as a result of s;uch chemical 
treatment and th e printing of invisible marks on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ on about 30 to 35 per cent of 
the ballot papers, the mark made by voters at the 
polling stations with the help of Kores ink or Hny 
other ink, disappeared and the invisible marks placed 
on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ which was the symbol 
of respondent-1 became visible by the time the ballot 
papers were taken up for counting. It i s pleaded that 
all those papers which had the mechanically printed 
marks on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ were counted as 
valid votes in favour of respondent-1, and therefore, 
respondent-1 got about 30 to 35 per cent of the total 
number of votes polled even though the voters had not 
given their votes in his favour. 

It may be mentioned here that the date on which 
the ballot papers were chemically treated has not 
been furnished in the petition. Sri R. Venkateswara 
Rao, the learned counsel for the petitioner, however 
submitted that as can be gathered from the allega- 
tions made in the petition, the case of the petitioner 
was that the ballot papers were chemically treated 
sometime after they were printed at the Government 
Central Press, Bangalore, and boforc they were 
delivered to the authorised representative of the Re- 
turning Officer to be carried to the constituency in 
question. If that is so, it may be taken that the case 
of the petitioner is that the ballot papers must have 
been chemically treated sometime between 12fh Feb., 
1871 and 20th February, 1971. The necessary inference 
which follows from the above allegations is that the 
ballot papers were treated with a chemical of a speci- 
fied concentration or quality so that the invisible 
marks alleged to have been made on the symbol ‘calf 
and cow’ which were not visible by the polling date 
should become visible on March 10. 1971, which was 
the date of counting and the marks made by the 
voters on' the polling** day disappeared bv March 
19, 1971. 

The evidence on this point consists of (i) the oral 
evidence of some persons who were present at the 
time of counting; (ii) oral evidence of M. M. Kulkarni 
(P.W, 2 in E.P, 2/71) and Dr. O. P, Dharmarah 
(P.W. 6 in E.P, 2/71) who w T erc examined as experts 
and whose evidence is treated as common evidence by 
consent of parties in E.P. 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971; (iii) 
the oral evidence of P. I. Jacob (R.W, 2 in 
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E.P. 8/71), IC G. Gowda, R.W. 1 in E.P. ; 2/71, JVI.S. 
Hirananaiah, R.W. 2 in E.P. 2/71; M, A. Arham 
R. W. 3, in E. P, 2/71, Allabaksh Imam Hassan R. W. 
4 in E.P. 2 / 11 . ivl. L. Kumanin R W- 3 In EE 2/71 
the evidence of all these witnesses is treated by con- 
sent of parues as common evidence in E.Ps. lto 4 and 
6 of 1971 and R. H, Adhyapak R.W. 1 in this .case, and 
the documents marked through these witnesses and 
(Iv) the result of inspection and scrutiny of certain 
unused and used ballot papers pertaining the election 
m question. On this question the petitioner has exa- 
mined 'Dasaiah tP.W. 1 ), N, Basavuiah (P.W, 2), N.S. 
Mahadevappa (P.W. 3) in addition to his own oral 
evidence, The petitioner has been examined as P,W. 
13 in the case. Dasaiah (P.W. 1) was one of the count- 
ing agents appointed by the petitioner. In this case 
the polling took place on the 4th March 1971 and the 
counting of votes took place on 10th, Jlth and 12th 
of March, 1971. His evidence is that he was present 
at the counting hall at Mysore City on the 10th March, 
1971. At the time of the counting of ballot papers, he 
noticed that on some of the ballot papers the voting 
marks had been made by voters by the seal of the 
Presiding Officer of the polling station, but not with 
the instrument provided for the purpose of placing 
the voting mark. It appears that in those ballot 
papers on the voting marks the numbers of the 
Constituency and the Polling Station were found, but 
they were not the Swastik marks which had been 
prescribed by the Election Commission. This witness 
does not say anytheing in support of the case of the 
petitioner except stating that the voting marks con- 
taining the L. A. Constituency number and the Polling 
Station number were on the symbol ‘Calf and Cow’ 
at the same place on the belly of the cow. 
This witness does not support the case of the peti- 
tioner that the appearance of a large majority of 
ballot papers which were used at the election was 
different from the appearance of the remaining ballot 
papers. The next witness is N. Basavaiah (P.W- 2). 
He was also a counting agent of the petitioner. His 
evidence is that at the time of the counting he found 
that on about 30 to 40 per cent of ballot papers in 
which votes had been cast in favour of respmdent-l, 
viting marks on the symbol ‘calf and cow’, appeared 
to be printed ones. He also stated that in each of such 
ballot papers the portion of the ballot paper in which 
the symbol ‘calf and cow' which had been assigned to 
respondent- 1 had been printed was brighter than the 
rest of the ballot papers, The voting marks on the 
‘Charaka’ symbol of the petitioner were not clear. In 
cross-examination he has admitted that he told the 
etitioner at the time of counting that some of the 
allot papers had the characteristics mentioned above 
He did not, however, raise any objection before the 
Returning Officer or the counting Officer regarding 
the genuineness of those ballot papers. The next 
witness examined by the petitioner on the above 
question is N. S. Mahadevappa (P.W, 3) who was also 
a counting agent of the petitioner. His evidence is 
(hat he noticed at the time when the counting of 
ballot papers was going on that the voting marks on 
the symbol ‘Calf and Cow’ were clear and distinct 
and that the voting marks on the other two symbols 
viz., ‘Charaka’ and ‘Cycle’ which had been assigned 
to the petitioner and respondent-2 respectively were 
not so clear, He does not give any information about 
the existence of any peculiar features in the ballot 
papers. lie has also admitted that he did not. raise 
any objection before the Counting Officer about the 
said ballot papers in which he found voting marks 
which were clear and distinct. The petitioner who 
was examined as P.W. 13 in the case stated that after 
examining the ballot papers which had been taken 
out for inspection and scrutiny, he could not say 
whether any of thq ballot papers was chemically 
treated or not by looking at them at this distance of 
time. He did not. find any difference between the 
brightness of thevoting marks in the ballot papers in 
which votes had been cast in favour of respondent-1 
and the brightness of the marks in the ballot papers 
in which votes hod been cast in favour of the peti- 
tioner Tire voting marks in the ballot papers in 


which votes had been cast in favour of respondent-! 
only resembled each other, but he could not soy 
whether any of them had been mechanically marked. 
Even in the case of balloL papers in which votes had 
been cost in favour of the petitioner, the marks re- 
sembled each oiher and they did not appear to be 
mechanically made. He admitted that in the case of 
ballot papers in which votes had been cast in favour 
of respondent-1 the marks were not at all on the same 
point in the ballot papers, but were at various places 
in the column in which the symbol had been printed, 
lie plainly admitted that he could not say whether 
there was any difference in the marks on the ballot 
papers on the date of his examination in Court. He 
further stated in his examination in Chief later on 
that at the time when the counting of ballot paper 
took place, he found that some of the ballot papers in 
which votes were cast in favour of respondent- 1 were 
‘brightish’, but he did not find amongst the ballot 
papers inspected by him in Court any ballot paper 
which was ‘brightish’, The petitioner further stated 
that he felt that the ballot papers might have been 
chemically treated since the margin of difference 
between the number of votes polled by him and res- 
pondent-1 was much larger than the difference at the 
previous election. The second reason given by him 
in that connection was the publication of an article 
in the periodical ‘Current’ published from Bombay 
in the month of April 1971. In that article, according 
to the petitioner, it h„d o-en stated that the ballot 
papers used at the last elections migha have been 
chemically treated The third reason according to 
the petitioner which prompted him to make the 
allegation that the ballot papers might have been 
chemically treated was what was contained in an 
article published in ‘Sunday Standard’ and lastly he 
stated that the observations made by him at the time 
of counting prompted him to make the said allegation, 
in cross-examination he admitted that the voting 
marks in all the ballot papers in which votes had 
been cast in his favour which were inspected by him 
in Court had not disappeared and they were visible. 
He did not also find any stain on the ballot papers 
which he inspected in Court, He categorically stated 
that amongst, six thousand and odd unused ballot 
papers which were inspected by him, he did not fine 
any evidence of those papers having been chemically 
treated. He further stated that on the used ballot 
papers which he inspected, the voting marks had 
been made by the same ink irrespective of the candi- 
date in whose favour the votes had been recorded. 
He admitted that the voting marks in all the ballot 
papers which were inspected by him were of the some 
colour and appeared to be those made with the help 
of Kores ink. The petitioner did not raise any 
obieet.ion at the time of the counting of votes to the 
ballot papers about which he had some suspicion. He 
did not. make any other enquiry or -investigation to 
assure himself about the truth or otherwise of the 
allegation before filing the petition. The petitioner 
did not have any doubt about the integrity of the 
Election Commission, Returing Officer, or persons 
connected with the printing of b allot papers till he 
saw the articles in ‘Current’ and ‘Sunday Standard”. 

The version of the above witnesses is foal on 10th 
March 1971 on which date counting of votes com- 
menced within about two hours they all noticed that 
a large number of spurious ballot papers or ballot 
papers containing marks made by an instrument 
oiher than the one provided at polling stations were 
being counted as valid ballot papers in favour of 
respondent- 1 But still they did not file any objec- 
tion before the Returning Officer or the Counting 
Officers in regard to the same. It may be 
remembered that the counting took place on the 
following two days also. They all admit that they 
were aware of the rule which required the Return - 
ing Officer to reject the ballot papers which were 
spurious or which contained marks made by instru- 
ments other than the one provided at the polling 
station. The conduct of these witnesses in ret raising 
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conduct of persons who are faced with such a situa- 
tion, No satisfactory reason is given for not raising 
objections at the time of counting. The further 
evidence of the petitioner in the above case is that 
he did not make any attempt to verify whether the 
suspicion he had about the ballot papers was true or 
not. No enquiry has been made by the petitioner 
about the truth or otherwise of the matter. The 
petitioner has stated that he read some article 
published in some periodicals after the Lok Sabha 
elections dealing with the possibility of chemical 
treatment. 


The petitioner also relied upon the evidence of 
M. M. Kulkarni, P.W. 2 in E.P. 2/71 whose evidence 
is marked as Exhibit P. 35 in ihis case and Dr. O. P, 
Dharmarah, P.W. 6 in E.P. 2/71 whose evidence has 
also been marked as exhibit P, 36 in this 
case as expert witnesses. Their evidence is 
treated as common evidence in all the peti- 
tions, E.P, 1 to 4 and 6 of 1971, They were 
examined in support of the above allegation 
regarding chemical treatment of ballot papers. M. M. 
Kulkarni is a person who holds a degree in Engineer- 
ing. Admittedly be does not possess any high quali- 
fication in Chemistry. The extent of his knowledge 
of Chemistry could only bo what he might have 
studied as an allied subject in the school and in the 
course of his Engineering study, He however claims 
that he had occasion to study the science of 
invisible inks while he was serving in the British Ter- 
ritorial Army and that he had conducted experiments 
after the last Lok Sabha elections on invisible inks. Be 
that as it may, the question for consideration is what 
value should be attached to' his evidence, 


M. M. Kulkarni was the election agent of Naval 
Tata who contested from one of the Bombay Lok 
Sabha Constituencies at ihe last Lok Sabha elections. 
Naval Tata was defeated in the election. Kulkarni 
who was disappointed at the result of that election 
developed suspicion about the ballot oapers and 
started conducting experiments to find out whether 
it was possible to treat the ballot papers chemically 
to achieve the desired result. Ho appears to have 
given demonstration before the members of the All 
India Congress (O) who did riot fare well at the last 
Lok Sabha elections. A reading of the deposition of 
Kulkarni left me with the impression that he was not 
a disinterested witness. That however is not the 
real factor which has led me to fell that his evidence 
is of no use to the petitioner. There are however 
other more weighty reasons to come to that conclu- 
sion. 


In the course of his evidence he has stated that 
the methods of detection of the fact whether a parti- 
cular paper was chemically treated or not, were man}. 
One of the methods acording to him was that if 
ultra violet rays were made to fall on a chemically 
treated paper, when it was treated with sodium 
chloTite, the treated paper would appear glowing 
white in colour with fluorescence and if an untreated 
paper was seen under ultra violet rays, it would have 
dull blue colour. He further stated that when he con- 
ducted experiments on paper with the help of diazo 
compound he found that the treated paper appeared to 
be violet In colour whereas the untreated paper 
appeared white, According to him there were some 
other methods of detection with the help of infra red 
rays, X-rays, etc. He also stated that if a treated 
miner and an untreated were immersed in a solvent 
which would dissolve the particular chemical, the 
comnosition of the solvent after such imersion would 
he different. He stated that a mark made with the 
helD of Korea ink (methyl violet which is being 
used in ink pads') would disappear if the paper had 
been treated before such marking with sodium 
chlorite or sodium hypochlorite on account of cleco- 
louration The time taken for the mark to disappear, 
according to the witness depended on the concentra- 
tion of the chemical used and the quality of paper 
which was treated. To a question put by the court, 
the witness answered that once a mark made by an 


invisible ink became visible on a treated paper, it 
would continue to be visible for an indefinite period 
unless the paper was again subjected to another 
chemical treatment. He stated that such a mark 
would be visible at least for a period of one year. 
He stated thui certain marks which would be invisible 
to the naked eye would be visible ir, 1 some cases when 
toy were looked at under ultra violet rays. According 
to the witness he could differentiate treated paper* 
from untreated papers by visiual inspection or by con- 
ducting experiment or with the help of an instrument 
with which ultra violet rays could be made to fall 
on paper even without touching the paper, The 
above evidence was given on September 20, 1971 and 
the further examination of this witness was postponed 
to October, 4 1971. 1 made an order that the Return- 
ing Officers should produce before the court the 
Unused ballot papers for purpose of inspection and 
scrutiny in this case. The unused ballot papers 
relating to the constituency with which we are 
concerned in this case and five other Lok Sabha 
Constituencies in Mysore State were scrutinised by 
the witness. Before those ballot papers were scruti- 
nised, the witness was asked by the court whether 
he was in a position fit state vb-stissr the ballot 
papers were chemically treated or not if ballot papers 
pmlcd for the purpose of election in the month of 
Mar ’h 1971 were taken out from the box and shown 
lo him, His answer to that question was that it was 
possible for him to find out either with the ultra 
violet rays or by some other method and that he was 
ready on that day with the necessary equipment to exa- 
mine the ballot papers with the ultra violet rays. On 
October, 7, 1971 after carefully examining about 
6085 papers pertaining to Mysore Lok Sabha Consti- 
tuency (the election from the Constituency is ques- 
tioned in E.P, 6 of 1971) the witness stated that by 
passing ultra violet rays on a paper it was not 
possible for him to say whether the paper had been 
treated with Sodium chlorite or not. He further 
stated that to find out with the ultra violet rays 
whether a piece of paper was treated with any 
chemical or not, it would be necessary to have the 
Untreated paper of the same kind and quality. He 
•stated that oven when both treated and untreated 
papers were viewed under ultra violet rays, he could 
only sav whether any paper had been crated or not, 
but could not say whthcr it was treated with sodium 
chlorite or not. He further stated that by passing 
ultra violet rays he would say that ihe paper had 
been treated with some chemical and could not say 
whether the chemical used is a bleaching agent or 
not, Later on he stated that by passing ultra violet 
rays on a paper which was treated, he could not say 
even though he was given the sample of the paper, 
whether tb P ngpe r had been treated with a particular 
chemical. This answer of the witness is at variance 
with his statement in his evidence which he gave on 
September 20, 1971, namely, ‘‘method No. 1 when 
ultra violet, rays are made to fall on a chemically 
treated paper, when it is treated with sodium chlorite 
of the type on which Exhibits P-1 and P-2 are printed, 
the treated paper will appear glowing white in colour 
with flourescence. Similarly If ultra violet rays are 
made to fall on the untreated paper it will have dull 
hive colour.” The witness gave a different version after 
examining the unused ballot papers because he was 
no! able to sav that any of those papers was treated 
with sndium chlorite. As already stated this witness 
was a person who was interested in making out a case 
that In the last Lok Sabha elections in India the 
ballot papers that were used had been chemically 
treated in order to see that the members of Congress 
(R) party returned to Lok Sabha m large numbers. 
The witness further stated at the end of his deposition 
on October 7, 4971 “that the colour of the paper 
varies under ultra violet rays from one piece of paper 
to another piece of papers even when it is taken out 
from 1.b“ same "took if there is variation in the deposit 
on the naner of the chemical used for bleaching pur- 
poses in the paper factory. “In his deposition, on 12th 
October 1971 the witness stated that he had seen in 
all about 35,000 unused ballot papers relating to 
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Election Petition 1 to ti of 1971 and he could not 
say without resorting to some other chemical test 
whether any of them was treated with sodium 
chlorite or any other particular chemical. He had 
seen hundreds of those ballot papers under ultra 
violet rays and he was not in a position to say 
whether any of them had been treated with sodium 
chlorite or not. ITc further stated that it was not 
possible to say whether a paper was treated with 
sodium chlorite or not by passing ultra violet rays 
on it. He further admitted that he did not find 
any voting mark anywhere on the unused ballot 
papers under ultra violet ray’s. The witness also 
admitted that he had not conducted any experiment 
BO far by which he could regulate the appearance of 
any invisible mark 18 hours after the marks were 
made and he could not do any experiment before 
the court to obtain that w ;elt, and he required at 
least three months time to conduct such an experi- 
ment, 

The next witness who has been examined as an 
export in this case is P.W. 6 in E.P. 2 of 1971, Dr. 
C. P. Dharmarah. He is a Professor of Chemistry in 
a college affiliated to the Univ rsity of Delhi. He has 
Stated that he was a former member of Rashtriya Swa- 
yam Sevak Sangh and that on Ihc governing council of 
his college there are some members belonging to Bhar- 
tiya Jan Sangh, some of whose members have filed 
election petitions in the High Court of Delhi contain- 
ing similar allegations. I si.^.i however deal with his 
evidence without reference to the above statements. 

This witness was summoned on an application made 
by the petitioner after the' ease of the petitioner had 
been closed and after sbme of the used ballot papers 
were inspected and scrutinised by the court. In his 
deposition he stated that ho could not say by merely 
looking at the bullot papers whether any of them was 
subjected to chemical treatment. H however stated 
on examining the ballot papers under ultra violet rays 
that the ballot papers differed in opacity and exhibited 
different fluorescence or colours. He further admitted 
that when the paper was manufactured if there was 
difference m the chemical deposit on the surface of 
the paper, different portions of the paper would exhi- 
bit different colours even when they were taken out 
from the same roll due to the use of different quanti- 
ties of sizing agent, binding agent, etc. He stated 
that in the ballot papers in the five constituencies con- 
cerned in E.P. 1 to 4 and fi of 1971 which he inspected 
he could not take out any ballot paper bv visual exa- 
mination in which the mark which vws originally 
visible had become visible because he found in all of 
them marks put on symbols other than ‘calf and cow’ 
were still there. He stated that nobody by mere 
visual examination of a paper could say that it was 
chemically treated. Even by looking at the ballot 
papers under ultra violet rays, he was not in a posi- 
tion to say whether the ballot papers contained mecha- 
nically printed mark or the inark= were shining. He 
could only say whether any particular paper was whiter 
than the' other. This witness admitted that he was 
present at the time when M. M. Kulkarni gave demons- 
tration at Constitution Club, Ni'' r Delhi, ab'.ut his 
experiment. He was present at the place for about 
20 minutes He had discussed the matter with M. M. 
Kulkarni before he came to court to give evidence 
and be had also read the deposition of M. M. Kulkarni. 
The witness admitted that if 'i printed paper was 
given to him and lie was asked to treat the paper che- 
mically with object of making an invisible mark 
visible later on and visible mark disappear at a later 
stage, he could not off hand sav how he should experi- 
ment. After examining the ballot papers, he stated 
that none of the ballot papers which he had seen in the 
court had h**en subjected to chemical treatment by 
applying sodium chlorite in liquid form. The witness 
next stated that a paper 1 rented with sodium chlorile 
when viewed under ultra violet lamp would emit 
yellow flouresccnce This bn tenant is inconsistent 
with the statement of M M, Kulkarni who on the first 
day of his examination stated that a paper treated 
with sodium chlorite would emit glowing white colour 


under ultra violet rays. This witness however admit- 
ted that sodium chlorite was sometimes used by puper 
manufacturers as bclaehing agent. His further evi- 
dence was that even when a mark which was visible 
at the commencement became invisible at a later stage* 
there would be some stain on the paper and it depen- 
ded upon the nature of chemical used and the nature 
of the ink used and be did not observe any such staire 
by visual examination and even under ultra violet rays- 
in any of the ballot papers examined by him. He how- 
ever made it clear in his deposition that he could not 
say whether any of the ballot papers which he had 
examined in court had been chemically treated or not. 
This witness made use of a ultra violet lamp in court 
while giving evidence. Continuing he said hccause he 
found the different alignment of the mark between 
the ballot paper and other ballot paper, he would 
say that the marks were not made mechanically. 

The above witness was approached by the counsel 
for the petitioner through Balraj Madhok who was a 
colleague of this witness at Delhi University and who 
had also filed an election petition with similar allega- 
tions before the High Court of Delhi. This witness 
proceeded to state that a mark made with the help of 
Iyorcs ink on a chemically treated paper and which 
disappeared at a later stage could not be detected by 
looking nt the paper under ultra violet rays. This 
statement is slightly at variance with the Statement of. 
M. M. Kulkarni, namely, "certainly invisible marks on 
tiie naked eye become visible in some cases when 
looked at then under ultra violet rays". This witness 
was of the opinion that none of the ballot papers w! ten 
he inspected in court under ultra violet rays had any 
mark which was invisible to naked eye but which was 
visible when it was made. Lastly lie stated that to 
his knowledge it was not possible with the equipment 
available in India to treat about ten lakhs of ballot- 
papers with sodium chlorite in a period of ten days 
or less. The above question was asked in the context 
of the election petitions which were being tried in this 
court. He also stated that by the experiment he con- 
ducted, he has not been able to regulate the time of 
appearance of invisible mark, but he had been able 
to regulate the time of disappearance of a visible mark, 

Apparently the information which this witness 
possesses regarding the possibility of treating a paper 
chemically with (he abl?U of rrwldnz a visible mark 
disappear and an invisible mark appear, appears tc, 
be of a recent origin. The witness has admitted in 
the course of his deposition that he attended the 
demonstration given by M. M. Kulkarni at the Consti- 
tution Club, Delhi, out of curiosity and thereafter he 
conducted experiments to find out whether a mark 
placed on a paper would disappear after some time 
and whether it can be made to appear at a later stage 
even though it was invisible at the commencement. 
He has stated that the demonstration which M. M. 
Kulkarni give was a surprise to Mm. If that is the 
position, then it is very difficult to place much reli- 
ance on the evidence of this witness because by hm 
own statement it is clear that prior to his meeting 
M. M. Kulkarni in the month of March 1971, he had 
no idea of this branch of chemistry, I find it difficult 
to accept the evidence of this witness without resoiva- 
fiops. 

Even granting that, there was a possibility of 
treating ballot papers chemically as pleaded by the 
petitioner, the question still remains whether it has 
been done in this ease. The evidence of an expert 
witness under Section 45 of tile Evidence Act Is not 
conclusive and cannot be used as substantitivc evi- 
dence. The court must look for corroboration from 
the other evidence adduced in the proceedings to 
'wsure itself about the correctness or otherwise of 
the opinion of the expert. The court will have to 
take into account the various factors that surround 
the transaction which is 1 "~' dispute and should judge 
the case on the basis of both external and internal 
evidence available in' the case. The Supreme Court 
while dealing with evidence of a handwriting expert 
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observed in BANG RAM V. PRASANNI (A.I.R. 1950 
Supreme Court, 93) as .follows: — 

■“Section 67 of the Indian Evidence Act (1 of 1872) 
provides inter alia that if a document is alleged to 
toe signed by any person the signature must be 
ip rev.. J to be in his handwriting. Sections 45 and 
47 of the said Act prescribe the method in which 
such signature can be proved. Under Section 45 the 
opinion of the handwriting experts is relevant while 
under Section 47 the opinion of any person 
acquainted with the handwriting of the person who 
is alleged to have signed the document is admissible. 
The explanation to the section explains when a per- 
son can be said to be acquainted with the handwrit- 
ing of another person. Thus, there can be no doubt 
as to the manner in which the alleged signature of 
the appellant could and should have been proved; 
but even assuming that the signature of the 
appellant can be legally held to be proved on 
circumstantial evidence the principle which governs 
the appreciation of such circumstantial evidence in 
cases of this kind cannot be ignored. It is only if 
the court is satisfied that the circumstantial evidence 
irresistibly leads to the “inference that the court can 
legitimately reach such a conclusion. In our opinion, 
it is impossible to accede to Mr. Doatoa’s argument 
that the facts held proved in the High Court inevita- 
bly lead to its final conclusion that the appellant had 
in fact signed the form. It is clear that in reaching 
this conclusion the High Court did not properly 
appreciate the fact that there was no legal evidence 
on the point and that the other facts found by it can- 
not even reasonably support the case of respon- 
dent-1”. 


"Hence, unless (here is other reliable evidence in the 
case which leads to the conclusion that the ballot 
papers musi have been tampered with as suggested 
by the petitioner, it would not be safe to act merely 
on the evidence of the experts and come to a con- 
clusion one way or the other on the question in 
issue. We should also bear in mind that the experts 
are not always dlstinterested. 


The most important material available on the 
above question is the result of inspection and scru- 
tiny of ballot papers themselves. On October, 5, 
1971, I made an order that the Returning Officer should 
produce before the court the sealed boxes containing 
unused ballot papers and accordingly they were 
produced. The counsel for the petitioner was asked 
to select at random a few packets containing unused 
ballot papers of different polling stations in the 
constituency for purpose of scrutiny and inspection. 
He accordingly selected 6207 ballot papers pertain- 
ing to this constituency and after inspection of ballot 
papers it was noticed that in none of them there was 
any mark resembling a voting mark on the symbol 
‘calf and cow’. M. M. Kulkarni one of the experts 
examined in the case who examined tne ballot 
papers under ultra violei rays also was not. able to 
say whether any of them had been chemically 
treated. 


Now let me explain the usefulness of the exami- 
nation of the unused ballot papers in determining 
the truth or otherwise of the allegations made in this 
petition It is admitted that the ballot papers v:ere 
printed with serial No. 1 uptn the serial number of 
the last voter in the Lok Sahha Constituency. On 
an average there were about five lakhs of voters m 
each constituency and the ballot papers which were 
printed would therefore bear serial No. 1 to 5,00.000 
or little more or less depending upon the number 
of voters in each constituency. It is stated that to 

each polling station in n constituency approximately 
about. 1 000 voters would be assigned, rhus, ballot 
papers hearing serial No. 1 to 1.000 would have been 
assigned to the first polling stution; ballot papers 


bearing serial No. 1001 to 2,000 would have been 
assigned to the second polling station; ballot papers 
bearing serial Nos. 2,001 to 3,000 would have been 
assigned to polling station No. 3 and so on. It is also 
not possible to imagine how many voters would 
exercise their right to vote at euch polling station, 
Hence, if there was a preplanned scheme to see that 
about 35 per cent of all the ballot papers Ware chemi- 
cally treated in such a way that invisible mark Oil 
the symbol ‘calf and cow’ should become visible at 
a later stage, then amongst the ballot papers which 
were n f >t used, there must have been some papers iff 
which the invisible marks had become visible. The 
only way of avoiding this contingency was by seeing 
only the first few papers assigned to each polling sta- 
tion were chemically treated so that all such papers 
would be used and there would be no trace of such 
papers among the unused ballot papers. In fact that 
was the submission made on behalf of the petitioner. 
It was argued that the chemically treated ballot 
papers were among the first three hundred to four 
hundred papers in each polling station. Then if 
about 35 per cent of the total number of ballot 
papers had been so treated as alleged by Hie petition- 
er, then amongst the used ballot papers the percentage 
of treated ballot papers should be nearly 30 to 70 per 
cent because the average voting in any polling station 
would be about 60 per cent ol the total voters. That 
however is not the case of the petitioner. 


Hence, I feel that the absence of even a single 
ballot paper among the unused ballot papers con- 
taining the voting mark said to have been mechani- 
cally made on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ is a very 
strong circumstance against the contention of the 
petitioner: It is very difficult to accept that it was 
possible for anybody to see that not even a single 
ballot paper which was so chemically treated was 
found in the bundle of unused ballot papers for no 
one knew how many voters in a given area would 
go to a polling station on the date of the poll. 


1 shall now deal with the result of examination of 
used ballot papers during the course of the election 
petition. When the trial of this petition was in pro- 
gress the Supreme Court pronounced its judgment 
in Civil Appeal 1343/71 (Shashi Bhushan V. Prof. 
Balaraj Madhok and others) and Civil Appeal No: 
1473/71 (Amar Nath Chanda V. Kanwar Lai Gupta 
and others) which had been filed by some successful 
candidates who were respondents in some election 
Petitions pending on the file of the High Court of 
Delhi in which similar allegations had been made. 
Following the said decision, I ordered that the Return- 
ing Officer should produce all the used ballot papers 
including the rejected ballot papers for purpose of 
inspection end scrutiny before the court ind ’t was 
accordingly done, The counsel for the petitioner was 
permitted to select at random certain number of 
ballot papers from the boxes containing the used 
ballot papers. Accordingly the counsel for the peti- 
tioner selected 600 ballot papers in which votes had 
been cast in favour of respondent-) and 200 ballot 
papers in which votes had been cast in favour of the 
petitioner and 10 reiected ballot papers. Thereafter 
the said ballot papprs were scrutinised by the counsel 
for the parties and bv the court. I recorded the 
result of the visual examination of those ballot papers 
: u a senarate proceeding which was drawn up at that 
rime. On the visual examination of those ballot 
papers T felt that thp allegation that a large maio- 
rity of ballot papers had been chemically treated 
with the desired object was not true. I found in Hie 
ballot papers in which votes had been cast in favour 
of resDondent-1 the voting marks were sometimes to 
the left of the symbol ‘calf and cow’ somelimes to the 
right of the symbol and sometimes on the symbol 
itself. Even when the voting marks were on the 
symbol itself, thev were not found at the same posi- 
tion in aR the ballot papers The anede of the arrow 
mark in the voting mark varied from one ballot 
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papei-a to the other In none of the ballot papers In 
which votes had been cast in favour of petitoner, 
tne voting mark had disappeared or had become dull. 
An examination of the ballot papers in which votes 
had boon east in favour of respondent-1 as well as 
tile petitioner showed that tbo brightness of the mark 
varied from paper to paper depending upon the 
quantity of ink pfesent on the instrument provided 
SL the polling station for placing the voting mark.. 
Inc allegation that in a large majority of ballot 
papers in which votes had been cast in favohr Of 
respondent- 1, the voting marks were at the same 
point in all the ballot papers and were uniform in 
brightness and the marks were shining, was not subs- 
tantiated by the result of visual examination of those 
papers. The ballot papers appeared to be natural in 
form and none of them appeared to have been che- 
mically treated. In fact that is the opinion of Dr. O. 
P. Dharmarah, one of the experts examined in this 
case. The statement of other witnesses of the peti- 
tioner, that certain peculiar features were noticed 
in a large majority of ballot papers bv them at the 
time of counting was also not substantiated. It is no 
doubt true that the colour of the paper between one 
ballot paper and another was slightly dissimilar. That 
was because the ballot papers were selected at ran- 
dom for purpose of inspection, I am satisfied on the 
examination of the ballot papers that no further en- 
quiry in this regard is necessary. In the judgment of 
the Supreme Court In the cases cited, above, it was 
observed that if the court came to the conclusion on an 
examination of certain number of ballot papers 
selected at random, that the matter should he further 
probed Into, the court might lake evidence on the 
point at issue including the evidence of expert wit- 
nesses and thereafter it was open to the court to 
direct or not to direct a general inspection of the 
ballot papers. In view of what is stated above, I am 
of the opinion that no ease has been out to direct 
a general inspection of the ballot papers, 


The other evidence which remains to be considered 
In this case is the evidence of the witnesses examined 
on behalf of the respondents. The Deputy Election 
Commission of India, P. I. Jacob has been examined 
on behalf of the Chief Flection Commission in this 
case. Tie was examined as R.W. 2 in this case and 
by consent of parties his evidence is read as common 
evidence in E.P. 1 to 4 and 0 of 1971. This witness 
was incharge of the last Lok Sabha elections. Under 
Section 19(A) of the Representation of People Act 
1951 he was authorised to exercise the powers of the 
Election Commission subject to supervision and cont- 
rol of the Chief Election Commissioner. He has stat- 
ed that the paper used for printnic of ballot papers 
in Mysore was precured from the Mysore Paper Mills 
limited, Bhadravati. pursuant to an order made by 
the Director General of Supplies and Disposals, India. 
The colour, size and substance of the paper to be 
used for priming ballot paoers were prescribed by 
the Election Commission. The colour of the paper 
was prescribed as 'Cream wove While’; the size of 
the raper wus prescribed as 43 cms. by 69 ems. and 
the substance of the paper was prescribed as 10-9 
kgs m ream, by the Election Commission of India, 
Tile instructions regarding the printing of ballot 
papers were issued as per paragraphs 22 and 23 In 
Chapter IT of the Hand Book for Returning Officers 
(Pages 34 and 35). Exhibit R-5 is the said boo k. 
This witness stated that instructions had been issued 
that ballot papers should be printed under maximum 
security conditions and should be despatched to the 
various constituencies in closed vans under police 
escort. He emphatically denied that any of the ballot 
papers used in any of ihe Lok Sahha Constituencies 
which were concerned in E.P. 1 to 4 and 0 of 1971, 
had been taken out of the ureas after they were 
printed and they were chemically treated before they 
were deliverd m the Returning Officers or their autho- 
rised agents lie denied that there was any preplan- 
ned scheme to which the Election Commission was a 
n--rtv under which it was intended that respondent-l 
who belonged to Congress (R) party should succeed. 
He ahso denied that there was any fraud committed 


with the connivance of the Election Commission in 
that direction. The witness stated that it was not 
true to say that the ballot papers used in any consti- 
tuency had been tampered with or chemically treated 
or they were replaced by another set of ballot papers 
which had been chemically treated. It was also 
denied by this witness that in many of the ballot 
papers in which votes had been cast in favour of res- 
pondents the voting marks has been made with the 
help of an instrument or mechanical device other 
than the one provided at the polling station. Accord- 
ing to this witness the object of prescribing that the 
counting Of votes should take place on the same day 
in all the Constituencies in India except in West 
Bengal was to see that the result of the election in 
any of the constituencies in which poll had taken 
place did not yet taken place. The date of poll in 
West Bengal was March 10, 1971, Nothing has been 
brought out in cross-examination of this witness by 
Ihe counsel for the petitioner to discredit his testi- 
mony. He was however questioned about the dis- 
covery of certain ballot papers at Chandigarh at a 
place where the ballot papers should not have been 
found. He stated that those ballot papers did not 
relate to the constituency with which we were con- 
cerned and that he had investigated into the same 
and found that certain number of ballot papers which 
should have been destroyed by the press had not been 
destroyed, but had been sold as waste paper to the 
contractors after March 15, 1971, by which time elec- 
tion in India had been over. Similarly he stated that 
his investigation into another allegation that certain 
ballot papers were being removed in two railway 
wagons bound for Madhya Pradesh also revealed that 
it did not affect the result of the election in any 
constituency. 


The next witness examined on behalf of the Res- 
pondents is R.W. 1 in E.P. 2 of 1971 who is again a 
common witness. His deposition is marked as Ex- 
hibit R-18 in this case. He is Assislnnt Director 
of Stationary, Government Press, Bangalore. He has 
stated that the ballot papers which were used at the 
last Lok Sabha elections in Mysore State were all 
printed at. Government Central Press, Bangalore. 
The paper which was used for printing ballot papers 
were purchased by the Government Central Press 
from Mysore Paper Mills Ltd. Bhndravathi. He pro- 
duced Exhibit R-3 tn E.P. 2 of 1971 which was the 
chnllan under which the paper was supplied by the 
Mysore Paper Mills, Ltd., Bhadruvathi. The paper 
was received on 1-12-1970 and from out of that stock 
of paper, certain quantity was released for purposes 
of printing ballot papers from 10-2-1971 and 17-2- 
1971. Exhibits R-4 to R-10 in E.P 2 of 1971 are the 
indents given by the Assistant Direclor of printing 
for supply of paper. In cross-examination he has 
stated that the Press did not place order for papers 
specifically for the purpose of Lok Sabha Elections 
held in March 1971. Tn answer to a question regard- 
ing the type of paper that was issued for printing the 
ballot papers, witness stated that cream wove paper 
had been Issued. When his attention was drawn to 
some discrepancy between Exhibit R-4 (a) and R-6(a) 
on the one hand and Exhibits R-5(a). R-VHi), R-8(a), 
R-9(a) and R-10(a), he answered that bv mistake 
ins >ad of Cream wove paper it might hnv" been 
written as white-psner in Exhibits R-3 (a). R-7(a), 
R-ft(a), R-9(a) and R-10(a). The witness stated that 
he had not noticed the discrepancy in the discretion 
of paper referred to above at the time when the paper 
was Issued for printing. He stated that the entire 
quantity supplied under Exhibit R-3 was supplied 
from one stock. 


M S Hitinnuiah, R.W. 2 in EP. 2 of 1971 whose 
eposition is marked as Exhibit R-19 in this case, is 
le Assistant Director, Government Central Press, 
angalore and he was in charge of the printing of 
allot papers. He stated that the programme of 
rintinu and despatch of ballot paper was settled by 
le Chief Electoral Officer in consultation with the 
irector of Printing as per E.R, 11 m Exhibit 2 of 
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1971. The said document is signed by the Under 
Secretary working under the Chief Electoral Officer. 
This witness slated that he received instructions re- 
garding the printing of ballot papers from the autho- 
rised representatives of the Returning Officers. He 
printed the ballot papers in accordance with Form 
No. 7A (Ex, 12 to 16) in E.P, 2/71 sent by in Return- 
ing Officers. After the proof of the ballot papers in 
respect of each constituency was approved by the 
concerned authorised representative of the Return- 
ing Officers, the ballot papers were 'printed and after 
the ballot papers were printed they were numbered 
serially from No. 1 to last, number of the ballot paper 
printed for that constituency. After the ballot papers 
were prinled and were cut to size, they were being 
taken to another portion of the Government Printing 
Press premises, which was known' as ‘Election Shed’ 
where the ballot papers used to be kept in sealed 
boxes. There they were checked, counted and bundl- 
ed Into bundles of 500 each. Exhibit R-17 in Ex. P-2 
of 1971 is the programme of work of printing of ballot 
papers which was being maintained by this witness. 

The said Exhibit R-17 contains the date on which 
the ballot papers were despatched and according to 
this witness till the ballot papers were despatched 
they used to be at the ‘Election Shed’. ITo has fur- 
ther sLated that the printing Press where the ballot 
papers were being printed and the ‘Election Shed’ 
where the ballot papers were being kept Were under 
the care and protection of the Watch Ond Ward staff 
of the Press and the police officers whose services 
■ "ere secured for the said purpose at the time when 
tne papers were being printed at. the Government 
Central Press. This witness has been cross-ajtamined 
at length, but I do not And that anything Is brought 
out to discredit the testimony of this witness. Sri 
R. V. Rao, learned Counsel for the petitioner, how- 
ever argued that this witness had not explained the 
difference in. the colour Of some of the ballot papers 
and in some cases the user of a bigger type of nume- 
rals in rnme cases to print serial number of the ballot 
papers than what were used in the case of other 
ballot papers. Tt was open to the petitioner on whom 
the burden of proof lay in this case to have put the 
question about them to this witness but he ha;; not 
done so. It would be unfair to draw any Inference 
against the witness or the respondents without draw- 
ing the attention of the witness to these points raised 
on behalf of the petitioner. The position of the 
petitioner in an election petition is not that of an 
accused in a criminal case and it is not open to a 
petitioner in an election petition to raise some point 
which is likely to lead to .some doubt and )o claim 
the benefit of it and on that basis to seek a declara- 
tion that the election is void. In fact the position of 
the petitioner in an election petition is equivalent to 
the position of the prosecution in a criminal case. 
The petitioner cannot take advantage of a circumst- 
ances of the above kind. 


The next witness examined on behalf of the res- 
pondent is M.A. A i-ham, R.W. 3 in E.P. 2 of 1971, 
who is again a common witness. His evidence is 
marked as Exhibit R-20 in this case He was an 
Und^r Secretary to the Government, of HI vs ore and 
wa s incharge of election. He was wnrklng under 
the directions of the Chief Electoral Offieer at the 
last Ixik Sabha Elections. Tie has stated that he was 
visiting the I*, rsS nearly 4-5 times everv dav when 
the ballot, papers were being printed and during the 
time when the ballot papers were in the premises of 
the Government Press, Bangalore. He whs Incharge 
of the supervision of the nrlnting of ballot papers. 
He was assisted bv Allahaksh Imam, Section Officer 
R W. 4 in E P. 2 of 1971 and M.A. Kalburgi. a Smlor 
Assistant. His dutv was to see that the ballot papers 
W( -re printed and despatched well in time through 
the authorised representatives of th" Returnin'? Offi- 
eers after they were dulv cheeked rerulinwd and 
bundled at the Government Central Press. R.W. 4 
in E P 2 of 1971 is AJlabaksh Imam whose evidence 
is marked as Exhibit R-21 in this case. He was the 


Section Officer who was assisting M.A. Arham refer- 
red to above. His evidence corroborates the evi- 
dence of M.A, Arham, 

M. L, Ramanna. R.W. 5 in E.P. 2/1971 who is again 
a common witness and whose evidence is marked as 
Exhibit R-22 in this case, is the Police Officer who was 
incharge of security arrangements at the Govern- 
ment Central, Press, Bangalore, at the time when the! 
ballot papers were being printed for the last Holt 
Sabha elections. His evidence Is that from 12-2-1971 
to 3-3-1971 he had made necessary security arrange- 
ments. He had posted one Head Constable and 3 
Constables to be incharge of the security of Govern- 
ment Central Press and they had to ;be inoharge of 
security of the Press all tne 24 hours during that 
period. No doubt the police officers used to do them 
job by turns along with the members of the Watch 
and Ward staff of the Government Central Press, He 
has stated that he was visiting the premises of the 
Government Central Press occasionally to verify 
whether the persons who had been entrusted with 
the duty of looking after the premises of the Press 
were doing (heir job properly or not. 

, R. H. AdHyapak who has been examined as R.W. 1 
in this case was the authorised' representative of the 
Returning Officer in connection with the printing of 
ballot papers. Ho was also appontied as the autho- 
rised representative in respect of Mysore Lok Sabba 
Constituency. It hitiv be Wemioned here that the 
Deputy commissioner Mysore was tne RetLtrilirffi Offi- 
cer of both the Mysore Lok Sabha Constituency tifia 
Chamarajanagar Lok Sabha Constituency. The evi- 
dence of this witness was recorded in this case and 
by consent of parties the said evidence is treated as 
common evidence in E.P, 6/71 also. His evidence is 
that he came to Bangalore on, 12-2-1971 In connection 
with the printing of ballot papers for Chamarajanagar 
and Mysore Lok Sabha Constituencies and he 
was attending to that work al the Government Cen- 
tral Press, Bangalore, between 13th February, 1971 
and 20th February, 1971. He has stated that he 
approved the proofs of ballot papers and after the 
ballot papers were printed he individually checked 
all the billot papers.' After the ballot papers were so 
checked and bundled into bundles of 500 each, they 
were placed in dealwood boxes and thereafter he 
carried them under police escort to Mysore City. In 
cross-examination, he has stated that he had brought 
some Assistants to help him In' connection with the 
checking of ballot papers. He has further stated 
that between the 13th and the 16th February, 
1971 the printing of ballot papers was going 
on and between the 16th and 19th sorting 
work according to serial number and bundling 
was done. He took delivery of the ballot papers on 
the 20th morning and carried them the same day to 
Mysore. He has denied the allegation that, the ballot 
papers after they were printed had been removed out- 
side the Press before they were made ready for des- 
patch to the Returning Officer. 

On reading the evidence of this witness and the 
other witnesses examined on behalf of the respondents 
os n whole, I am satisfied that, adequate arrangement 
bad been made regarding the security of [he ballot 
papers at the Government Central Press and the ballot 
papers, wore never romnved from the premises Of the 
Government Central Press until they were actually 
delivered to the authorised representatives for the pur- 
pose of being carried to the constituencies. 

Sri R. Venkuteswar° Rao the learned Counsel for 
the petitioner urged that the Chief Electoral Officer 
had not produced the satonle of the paner used for 
the printing of ballot n.-w-rc which had been retined 
:i | the Governnaent Central Press. Bangalore. _ even 
though he was c ailed unnn to do so bv the petitioner, 
and therefore, an ad^rse inference should be drawn 
against him In replv to the memo of the petitioner 
callnig upon the Chief Electoral Officer to produce the 



Sec. 3 (»)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


3825 


said sample paper, the Additional Government Advo- 
cate had stated that the paper was with the Govern- 
ment Central Press and the petitioner could take 
steps to summon it. Neither the Director of Govern- 
ment Central Press nor the State of Mysore is a party 
to this petition and the Government Central Press is 
not under the Chief Electoral Officer It was open to 
tho petitioner in these circumstances to have taken 
stops to summon the said paper from the Government 
Central Press which he has not done. No adverse in- 
ference can therefore be drawn against the Chief Elec- 
toral Officer on this ground. 

It was next contended by the counsel for the peti- 
tioner that the chemical analysis of the ink that was 
used at the polling stations for the purpose of making 
the voting marks on the ballot papers had not been 
produced by the Election Commission. The petitioner 
cannot make a grievance of this because he had not 
asked the Election Commission to produce the some. 
One other ground urged by Sri R, V. Rao was that the 
Stock Ledger of the Government Central Press, Banga- 
lore, had not been produced by the Chief Electoral 
Officer. As already stated the Chief Electoral Officer 
could not be called upon to produce any document 
which was in the custody of the Government Central 
Press— Hence the petitioner cannot also make a griev- 
ance of it. The allegation that any of the ballot papers 
had been removed from the premises of the press to 
some other place after they were printed and before 
they were delivered to (he agent of the Returning 
Officer for purposes of threating them chemically, Is 
baseless. I also hold that the allegations made by the 
petitioners against the Election Comission in the 
petition are untrue. 

It is significant that the petitioner did not make any 
enquiry at the Government Central Press, Bangalore 
to find out whether the ballot papers had at all been 
removed to some other place, It may be mentioned 
here that the Government Central Press, Bangalore, 
a department of the State Government and during the 
relevant time, the Government in the State of Mysore 
was being run by the members of Indian National 
Congress (O) party. It is, therefore, very difficult to 
accept the case of the petitioner that in collusion with 
or with the connivance of the Election Commission or 
with the connivance of the Election Commission that 
somebody was able to treat these papers chemically. 

The petitioner has also not placed before the Court 
any positive evidence to show that the ballot papers 
had been taken out of the premises of the Government 
Central Press by somebody with the object of chemi- 
cally treating them and replacing them by another 
set of chemically treated ballot papers. 

Neither in the petition nor in the course of the 
evidence, the petitioner has suggested any motive 
which must have prompted the Chief Electoral Com- 
missioner to become a party to the aleged set of chemi- 
treatment of ballot papers, Having regard to _ the 
status which is assigned to the Election Commission 
and the security of tenure guaranteed to the Chief 
Election Commissioner in the Constitution of India, it is 
very difficult to believe that the Chief Election Com- 
missioner was interested in one political party as 
against others. It appears that when the petitioner 
and several others who opposed the Congress (R) 
party, failed very badly at the election even in places 
where they were sure of their success and being un- 
able to explain the cause for their failure, were in 
search of an alibi, the theory that the elections were 
rigged by resorting to chemical treatment of ballot 
papers which was the figment of the imagination of a 
deeply disappointed person with a fertile brain and 
which was given wide publicity just before the time 
for filling election petitions was over, was readily 
adopted by them as a ground to challenge the elections 
to some successful candidates. It ils unfortunate that 
such grave allegntoons have been made in these pro- 
ceedings without due verification, It is significant that 
the petitioner was not able to furnish any particulars 
about any of the persons involved in the alleged cor- 
rupt practice, but only relied upon the evidence of 


some witnesses who have given evidence regarding 
some peculiar features whicn they observe ill some 
or the ballot papers at the time of counting. The 
result of the visual examination of the ballot papers, 
both used and unused, and the other mcterial which 
is available in ihe case totally belief the story that 
the ballot papers had been cnemicaily treated and 
lead me to tne conclusion that the allegation that 
certain peculiar features were observed by the wit- 
nesses for the petitioner at the time of counting must 
have been invented as an after thought to suit the 
theory that the success of the Congress (R) party was 
on account of the chemical treatment of ballot papers. 
After giving my anxious consideration to all aspects 
of this case, I feel that the allegations made against 
the Election Commission and the officials connected 
with the election process are wholly unjustified. 1 
fully exonerate the Chief Election Commissioner, the 
Chief Electoral Officer, the Returning Officers and 
ail other officers who were entructcd with the dunes 
connected with the election of aJL the charges and 
other veiled and dimster suggestions made against 
them. 

I, therefore, hold on Issue No. 1(a) that the peti- 
tioner has failed to prove that the rubber stamping 
on the symbol of ‘cow and calf’ on large number of 
ballot papers used in the election had been made by 
a mechanical process on chemically treated ballot 
papers and not by voters; and on issue 1(b) that the 
petitioners has failed to prove that an appreciable 
percentage of ballot papers were subjected to chemical 
treatment to be used in the election. Issue No. 1(c). 
therefore does not survive. 

Issue No VII — 

The Next issue for consideration is Issue No. VII 
viz., whether the Election Commission is a necessary 
party to the election petition. It was contended by 
Bri S. G. Sundara Swamy, learned counsel for res- 
pondent-6, that in view of section 82 of the Repre- 
sentation of People Act it was not open to the peti- 
tioner to implead any person other than the candidates 
as respondents to the petition On going through 
Section 82, 1 feel that the said Section only prescribes 
that all the contesting candidates should be made par- 
lies to an election petition. It does not say that no 
other person should be made a party to the election 
petition. When allegations of corrupt practice are 
made in an election petition against some persons 
other than a candidate, there is nothing wrong in im- 
pleading them as parties even at the stage of the pres- 
seulation of the petition. It may be mentioned that 
under section 99 of the Representation of the People 
Act if the Court trying an election petition wants to 
hold a person other than a candidate guilty of corrupt 
practice it has to issue a notice to him and then 
decide the said question. That only shows that person 
ilhcr than the candidates could be made parties to 
an election petition. Even if it is to be held that the 
Election Comnussison was not a necessary party, I 
feel that the Election Commission in the circums- 
tances of this case was a proper party, I, therefore, 
hold on Issue No, VII that respondent 6. Election 
Commission of India is a proper party though not a 
necessary party to the petition. 

Issues No. VIII (a) and (b) — 

The above issue is raised on the basis of the allega- 
lion made by the petitioner in paragraph 7 of the peti- 
tion, The gist of the above allegation is that respon- 
dent No. 1 was a resident of Mysore city at the rele- 
vant point of time and therefore his name could not 
have boon included in the electoral roll of Sosule which 
was a village situated in T. Narasipura Taluk within 
Chamarajanagar Lok Sabha Constituency. The nam? 
of respondent- 1 appeared at the relevant point of time 
in the electoral roil of Krishnavaja L.A, Constituency 
within Mysore Lok Sabha Constituency. The conten- 
tion of the petitioner therefore was that the statement 
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in the nomination paper of responden-I that the name 
of respondent-1 appeared at Serial No. 791 in Part 59 
of Sosale Village in Bannur Assembly Constituency 
was wrong and S. M. Siddaiah whose name is found 
against Serial No. 791 of the electoral roll of Sosale 
village was a different person altogether and the said 
entry did not pertain to respondent I at all. It is fur- 
ther stated that respondent-1 and the members of his 
family were residents of Mysore City and therefore he 
could not contest as a candidate from Chamarajanagar 
Lok Sabha Constituency without complying with the 
mandatory provisions of law. What the petitioner 
thereby meant was that respondent- 1 must have com- 
plied with the provisions of Section 33(5) of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1951 which required a 
person who was a voter of a place situated outside a 
particular Constituency should produce along with his 
nomination paper an extract of the electoral roll in 
which his name appeared. The said allegation has 
been denied by respondent-1. Some oral evidence has 
been adduced by the petitioner through some of the 
witnesses examined on his behalf to show that respon- 
dent-! was residing in Mysore City. The case of res- 
pondent-1 however is that he was residing both at 
Sosale which was his native place where he had agri- 
cultural establishment as well as in Mysore City for 
purposes of convenience. Exhibit P-12 is the nomina- 
tion paper presented by respondent-1 on 4-2-1971. In 
that it is stated that the name of respondent-1 has been 
entered at Serial No. 791 in Part 59 of the electoral roll 
for Bannur Assembly Constuency comprised within 
Chamarajanagur Parliamentary Constituency. Exihi- 
oit-C(2) is a certified extract of the electoral rolls of 
Bannur Legislative Assembly Constituency part 69 
(Sosale) in which the name of respondent-1 is at Serial 
No. 791 in the said electoral roll. The said certified 
extract is issued by the Assistant Electoral Registration 
Officer of Bannur Legislative Assembly Constituency. 
Exhibit P-16 is the printed electoral roll of the year 
1966 of Bannur Legislative Assembly Constituency per- 
taining to Sosale village in which the name of the 
petitoner is found at Exhibit P-16(a). It appears that 
m the electoral roll of Sosale village, Bannur L.A. 
Constituency, prepared in the year 1970 the name of 
respondent- 1 had beim omitted and his name had been 
included in the electoral roll of Krishnaraja L.A. 
Constituency within Mysore Lok Sabha Constituency, 
at Serial No. 356. Exhibit P-25 is the printed electo- 
ral roll of Krishnaraja L.A. Constituency (Mysore Lok 
Sabha Constituency) In that Exhibit against Serial 
No. 356 we find S. Siddaiah, Mariyaiahana Siddaiah. 
Respondent-l’s name is S. M Siddaiah and not S. Sid- 
daiah. Respondent- 1 therefore made an application 
on 11-1-1971 to the Electoral Registration Officer of 
Krishnaraja L.A. Constiluency to correct his name from 
S. Siddaiah to S. M: Siddaiah and accordingly an order 
was made for affecting the said correction under sec- 
tion 22 of the Representation of the People Act, 1950. 
Respondent-1 thereafter applied on 13-^1971 before 
the Electoral Registration Officer, Bannur Assembly 
Constituency as per Exhibit P-2 requesting him to in- 
clude his name in electoral roll of Sosale village in 
Bannur Assembly Constituency. On the said applica- 
tion an order was passed as per Exhibit P-C by the 
Electoral Registration Officer directing the inclusion of 
the name of respondent-1 in part 59 of Sosale village, 
Bannur Assembly Constituency, T. Narasjpura Taluk. 
The said order was passed on 1-2-1971, Accordingly 
the name of respondent-1 was included In the electo- 
ral roll of Sosale village, Bannur L.A. Constituency 
and a certified extract as per Exhibit C(2) was issued 
after the name was so included. 


The contention of the petitioner is that respondent- 1 
was a resident of Mysore City and his name could not 
have been therefore in the electoral roll of Sosale vil- 
lage. Such a contention questioning the correctness 
or otherwise of an electoral roll cannot be raised as a 
ground in an election petition. Section 24 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 1950 provides for an 
appeal against an order passed by the Electoral Re- 
gistration Officer under Section 23 and if no appeal Is 


filed against an order passed by the Electoral Regis- 
tration Officer under Section 23, the said order becomes 
final and binding on all concerned The correctness or 
otherwise of the order passed under Section 23 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1950 cannot be 
questioned by any other method. On this question we 
have the decision of the Supreme Court reported in 
A.l.R. 1971 Supreme Court, 1348 (RAMP AKA VI 
RAYAPPA BELAGALI v. B. D. JATTI AND OTHERS) 
in which it is held that Section 100(i) (d) (ivj of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 does not en- 
title the Court in an election petition to set aside any 
election on the ground of non-compliance with the 
provisions of the Representation of the People Act, 
1950 or any rules made thereunder and in an election 
petition the correctness of the electoral roil cannot be 
gone into, It is also held that the entire scheme of 
the Act of 1950 and the amplitude of its provisions 
show that the entries made in an electoral roll of a 
constituency can only be challenged in accordance with 
the machinery provided by it and not in any other 
manner or before any other forum unless the question 
of violation of the provisions of Constitution is in- 
volved, and the question whether the returned candi- 
date was ordinarily resident in the Constiluency under 
section 19(b) of the Representation of the People Act, 
1950 during the material period and was entitled to be 
registered in the electoral roll could not be the sub- 
ject matter of enquiry except in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act of 1950. In view of the above 
observations of the Supreme Court, it is not permissi- 
ble for the petitioner to question the correctness of the 
inclusion of the name of respondent- 1 in the electoral 
roll of Sosale village. It was, however, argued on be- 
half of the petitioner that as soon as respondent-1 gave 
a petition to the Electoral Registration Officer of Kri- 
shnaraja L.A. Constituency for correcting his name 
from S. Siddaiah to S. M. Siddaiah, he lost his right 
to make an application under Section 23 of the Repre- 
sentation of the People Act 1950 before the Electoral 
Registration Officer of Bannur L. A. Constituencs to 
include his name in the electoral roll of Sosale Village 
The explanation of respondent- 1 in this behalf is that 
he wanted his name to be corrected in the electoral 
roll of Krishnaraja L.A. Constituency to facilitate the 
inclusion of his name in the electoral roll of Sosale 
village. Whether that may be, I fail to understand 
how the right of respondent-1 to get his name included 
under Section 23 of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1950 In the electoral roll of Sosale village was lost 
an account of the application made to the Electoral 
Registration Officer of Krishnarya L. A. Constituency to 
to correct his name in the electoral roll of that Consti- 
tuency. An application for correction of a name in an 
electoral roll has to be made under Section 22(a) of 
the Representation of the People Act of 1950 and an 
application for inclusion has to be made under section 
23 of the said Act. In this case, the officer who passed 
the order under Section 22 is an officer different from 
the officer who passed the order under Section 23. On 
a fair construction of Sections 22 and 23 the Represen- 
tation of the People Act, 1950, it cannot be held that 
respondent-1 lost his right to seek the inclusion of his 
name under section 23 in a different electoral roll on 
account of the application which he madp earlier under 
.section 22. Moreover, the order passed by the Electoral 
Registration Officer of Bannur Constituency as per Ex- 
hibit P-6 cannot be held to be a nullity. The said 
officer had the jurisdiction to pass an order under 
section 23 and if there was any error in the exercise 
of his jurisdiction it was liable to be corrected only 
under section 24 of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1950. In view of what is stated above, it cannot 
be said that respondent 1 has contravened section 33(5) 
of the Representation of the People Act, 1951. The 
petitioner has not also established his allegation that 
the name S, M. Siddaiah appearing in the electoral roll 
of Sosale village relates to a person different from 
respondent-1. On the other hand, there is enough 
material in the case to show 1 that it could relate only 
to respondent-1. I, therefore, hold on issue No. 
VIII (a) that respondont-1 was qualified to contest 
the election from Chamarajanagar Constituency and 
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that the acceptance of the nomination paper of res- 
pondent-1 was in order. Consequently, the answer to 
issue No. VIII(b) is in the negative. 

Issue No. XII: 

In view of my findings, on Issue Nos. 1(a), (b) and 
(c) and VIII(a) and (b) this petition fails and is dis- 
missed. 

In view of the baseless allegation made in the peti- 
tion, I feel that in the circumstances of the case, the 
Petitioner should be directed to pay by way of costs 
Rs. 650/- to respondent- 1; Rs. 650/- to respondent-6 
and Rs. 650/- to respondents 7 to 11, together. 

Sd./- E. S. Venkataramiah, 

' Judge. 

7-12-1971. 

[No. 82/MY/3/72.] 

New Delhi, the 7th July 1972 

S.O. 2715. — In pursuance of section 106 of the Re- 
presentation of the People Act, 151. (43 of 1951), the 

Election Commission hereby publishes the Order pro- 
nounced on the 7th December, 1971, by the High Court 
of Mysore at Banglaore in Election Petition No. 4 of 1971. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MYSORE AT 
BANGALORE 

■Dated, the 7th day 0 } December, 1971 

BEFORE THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE E. S. 
VENKATARAMIAH : 

Election Petition No. 4/1971 

Shivamurthyswamy Hiremath, 

s/o Seddappayyaswami. 

age 47 years, r/o Awandi. 

Taluk Koppal, Dist. Raighur — Petitioner. 

(By Shri S. C. Javali, Sri C. N. Kamath, Shri R. 

Venkateswara Rao and Smt. Bharathi R. Rao) 
' Shri S. B. Chandrashekhar. 

Vs. 

1. Siddarameshwaraswamy, s/o Basayya, aged 

about 37 years, r/o Balagaur. Tg. Sindhanur, 
Dist. Raichur. 

2. The Chief Election Commissioner of India, New 

Delhi. 

3. The Chief Electoral Officer, GOM, High Grounds, 

Bangalore-1. 

4. The Returning Officer, Koppal Parliamentary 

Constituency, Raichur — Respondents. 

(By Shri 1 R.M. Patel, Shri V. H. Rao, Shri L. G. 
Havanur, Sri PGC Chengappa and Smt. Malani 
Mahishi — for R-l. Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy and 
Sri P. R. Srinivasan for R-2. Sri B. K. Rama- 
chandra Rao, Addl Govt. Advocate for Respts. 3 
and 4). 

Election petition filed by the petitioner under Section 
81 read with Section 100 of the representation of the 
People Act, 1951 challenging the election of the Respon- 
dent No. 1 to the House of the people from the Koppal 
Parliamentary Constituency in the Mid-term Erections 
held in the month of March 1971 and seeking an order 
that (i) the election of the Returned Candidate Respon- 
dent No. 1 is void and his election is set aside, the 
regdftndent No. 1 is guilty of corrupt practices within 
tbHBeaning of S. 123 of the R. P. Act, 1951; (ii) this 
peJWTOner is declared as having been duly elected; (iii) 
this petitioner is allowed with costs, and (ivi) for such 
other relief as may be deemed fit and proper under the 
circumstances of the case. 

This Election Petition coming on for trial on 13th, 14th, 
15th, 16th, 20th, 21st and 30th days of September, 1972 
4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 11th, 12th, 13th, 14th, 21st, 25th, 26th, 
28th days of October 1971, and 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 8th, 9th, 


10th, llfh, loth, 16th, 17th, 13th, 22nd, 23rd, 24th, 29th 
and 30th days of November 11)71 in ihe presence of Sri 

S. C. J avail, Sri L. N. Kamatn, Sri S. it. Cnandrashe- 
xnar, Sri R. Venkateswara Rao and Smt. Bharathi K. 
Kao, Advocates lor the Reutioner and sn it. M. Hatii. 
Sri V. H. Ron, Sri L. G. Havanur, Sri P. G. C. 
Unengappa ana Smt lvialani Mahisni ior Respondent 
No. 1- Sri S. G. Sundaraswamy and Sri P. R. Srini- 
vasan, Advocates for Respondent No. 2 and Sri 
B. K. Ramachandra Rao, A.G.A., for Responaents Nos. 
3 and 4, and this Election Petition having stood ovei 
for consideration, the Court delivered the following 
Judgment this 7th day of December, 1971. 

JUDGMENT 

The petitioner who was a candidate at the election 
held in the month of March 1971 ior Lok Sabha from 
Koppal Constituency in Mysore State, has filed the 
above election petition under Section 81 of me Re- 
presentation of People Act, 1951 (hereinafter referred 
to as the Act) calling in question the election of res- 
pondents to Lok Sabha from the said constituency at 
the said election. Respondent-2 is the Chief Election 
Commissioner of India. Respondent-3 is the Chief Elec- 
toral Officer in the State of Mysore. Respondent-4 is 
the Returning Officer of Poppal Lok Sabha Constituency 
The grounds urged, among others, in the petition lor 
declaring the election of respondent-1 to Lok Sabha as 
void were the following: — 

(1) That the election of respondent-1 was void for 
the reason that votes recorded on spurious and 
non-genuine ballot papers had been counted in 
his favour. According to the petitioner at the 
time of counting of votes it was noticed that the 
voting marks placed on the election symbol 
‘calf and cow’ which had been assigned to 
respondent-i were found in a targe number of 
ballot papers at the same point in ail those 
ballot papers; that the colour of these marks 
appeared to be brighter than the marks on 
other ballot papers and somewhat "shining. It 
was urged that the rubber stamping on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ appeared to have been 
done in many of the ballot papers more than 
once and that was a matter of surprise to the 
petitioner. It was also urged that in a large 
number of ballot papers no voting marks at all 
were found anywhere and they were declared 
as invalid once. The petitioner and his agents 
did not know the reason for the existence of 
such features in many of the ballot papers. 
Thereafter on further consideration by the peti- 
tioner, the petitioner felt that the rubber 
stamping on large number of ballot papers 
referred to above could not have been made 
by human hand, but must been made by a 
mechnical process. The petitioner also felt that 
there must have been a preplanned scheme and 
that some fraud had been committed in order 
to secure the success of respondent- 1. Accord- 
ing to the allegations in the petition, the peti- 
tioner had reason to believe that certain appre- 
ciable percentage of ballot papers which were 
printed at Bangalore had been removed to Delhi 
and they were chemically treated at Delhi or 
that tfiey were altogether removed and replaced 
by another set of chemically treated papers- 
It was urged that the object of chemically 
treating the ballot papers was to see that any 
voting mark made at the polling station on the 
symbols other than the symbol ‘calf and cow’ by 
the voters should disappear by the time the 
ballot papers were taken up for counting and 
that on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ a certain 
mark made with mechanical process appearing 
to be similar to the mark made by the voters 
in the polling station, which was invisible at 
the time when the ballot papers were issued 
to the voters in the polling station, should 
appear at the time they were taken up for 
counting. In other words the petitioner’s case 
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on this point was that on account of the chemi- 
cal treatment of the balloL papers votes which 
had been validly cast in favour of candidates 
other than respondent-1 could TiOt be counted 
in their favour because they had disappeared 
by the time the ballot papers were taken 
up for counting and that the appearance ol 
marks which were invisible at the time when 
the ballot papers were issued at the polling 
station, was responsible for counting those 
ballot papers in favour of respondent-!. It was 
specifically urged that the treatment of ballot 
papers to achieve the above result could be 
made by using 15 per cent solution of stabilised 
Sodium Chlorite (NaQ 102} and by drying the 
paper at low temperature. When such a paper 
was stamped after a couple of days of storing 
with Methyl Violet based stumping ink. the 
mark would gradually wear out within a periou 
of 24 to 48 hours. Thus, at the end of that 
period, there would not be any mark at all on 
such paper. It was also urged that it was 
possible to make an invisible mark made by 
using 5 per cent solution of Silver Nitrate 
AgN03) and 0,2 per cent Ihdigosolpink I.R. 
Extra on such paper visible alter sometime. 
It was stated that by using ultra violet light 
m a dark room, it was possible to detect 
bleached impressions of rubber stamps and 
there were other methods by which the fact 
whether a ballot paper was chemically treated 
or not could be detected. It was urged that 
these ballot papers were chemically treated as 
a part of a preplanned scheme in order to see 
that candidates belonging to Congress (H) 
party to which respondent-1 belonged sueeeded 
in the election and in doing so the Election 
Commission had uiso collued or connived It 
was, therefore, urged that the election of 
respondent-1 was liabe to be set aside on that 
account. 

(2) That the amendment of Rule 5G of the Conduct 
of Election [Rules (hereafter referred to as the 
Rules) as it stands today was done with the 
object of helping candidates belonging to 
Congress (R) Party and that the said Buie was 
ultra vires. 

(3) That the allotment of the symoni ‘calf and cow' 
to Congress (R) party amounted to corrupt 
practice. It was urged that the symbol 'calf 
and cow’ was a religious symbol for a Iarg? 
majority of the Indian population, namely 
Hindus considered ‘cow’ as a sacred animal; 
and 

("4) That rcsponrlent-1. in the course of the election 
propaganda canvassed on communal lines by a 
systematic appeal to the voters on the basis of 
caste and religion, A large number of workers 
who worked on behalf of respondent-1 also 
canvassed on communal lines, ft was, there- 
fore t urged that respondent-1 was guilty of 
corrupt practice under Section 123(3) of the 
Act. 


Respondent-1 in his written statement denied all the 
allegations which had been made in the election petition. 
He pleaded that the ballot papers had not been chemi- 
cally treated as alleged by the petitioner; that Rule 56 
of the (Rules was valid and it had been duly framed; 
that the symbol ‘calf and cow’ was not a religious 
symbol; that neither he nor any of his ageints or 
workers appealed to voters on communal lines, and that 
the Election Commission had not connived or colluded 
with Congress (R) Party in order to secure the success 
of the members of that, party at the last Lok Sabha 
elections. It was pleaded that the election petition 
had not been properly presented and the copy of the 
same served on respondent-1 had not been duly 
attested. 


Respondent-2 denied in the written statement that 
the ballot papers had been chemically treated as alleged 
ny the petitioner. He pleaded that he was not in any 
way a party to the alleged fraud said to nave been 
committed with the object of securing the success of 
Congress (B.) parly to which respondent-1 belongs at 
the Lok Sabha elections. It was pleaded that respon- 
dent-2 was not a necessary party. 

Similarly respondent-3 and 4 have also denied the 
allegations in the petition. They have stated 
that ballot papers were got printed in accordance with 
the instructions received by them from the Election 
Commission of India and that the ballot papers were 
despa'ehed to the Returning Officer immediately after 
they were so printed. The allegations that an apprecia- 
ble number or ballot papers were removed from the 
Printing Press to some other place for the purpose of 
treating Mem chemically, was also denied by them. 
It was also stated that there was neither time nor 
opportunity to remove the ballot papers to some other 
place for the purpos of chemical treatment 

On the basis of the aforesaid pleading s, the following 
issues were framed on August 13, 1971: — 

“1(a) Whether the petitioner proves that the rub- 
ber stamping on the symbol 0 f ‘cow and call’ 
on a large number of ballot papers used in 
the election had been made by a mechanical 
process on chemically treated ballot papers 
and not voters? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves that an apprecia- 
ble percentage of ballot papers were subjected 
to chemical treatment? 

(c) Whether the petitioner proves that a corrupt 
piactice has been committed and that the re- 
sult ol the election is materially affected or is 
otherwise vitiated, In the event of finding on 
issues 1(a) and (b) being in the affirmative? 

LII(a) Whether the symbol ‘cow and calf is a re- 
ligious symbol? 

(b) Whether the allotment of ‘cow and calf to res- 
pondent-! amounts to corrupt practice 1 m law? 

(c) Whether the result of the election is materially 
affected by such allotment, in the event of such 
allotment being held as a corrupt practice? 

(d) Whether the validity of the election can be 
called in question in an election petition on the 
ground referred to in igsue 11(b) above?] 

[Deleted on 9-11-71] 

[111(a) Whether the validity of amendment of Rule 
56 of the Conduct of Election Rules can be 
called in question in an election petition? 

(b) If the validity of amendment of Rule 56 can 
be called in question in an election petition, 
whether the amended Rule 5G is ultra vires? 

(c) If Rule 56 Is ultra vires, whether the result of 
the election is materially affected?] 

IDcleted on 30-11-71.] 

[IV(a) Whether respondent-1 appealed to voters 
m the course of his election campaign on the 
basis of community, caste and religion? 

(b) Whether the petitioner proves any act referred 
to in issue IV(a) on the part of respondent— 1 
or any of his agent or agents or by any other 
person or persons "working for him or in fur- 
therance of his prospects at the electli^y^ 

V. Whether any of the alleged corrupt j*Rices 
was committed with the connivance or Wisent 
or with the knowledge of respondent-1?] 

VI(p> Whether the names of uny voters were re- 
moved from the electoral rolls In violation of 
the Rules. 

(h) Even il it is true, whether such removal can 
from a ground of attack in an election petition? 



Sec. 3 (ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


3829 


(c) Whether the result of the election was material- 
ly affected on account of such removal?] 

[Deleted on 9-11-71.] 

VII. Whether respondent— 2 is necessary part to 
the election petition? 

[VIII. Whether the election petition is not pro- 
perly presented before the Court? 

IX. Whether the petition is not maintainable on 
account of non-attestation of the copy of the 
election petition furnished to the respondents? 

X. What order is to be passed on the election peti- 

tion?] 


[Deleted on 30th November, 1971. | 

On November, 9 1971, the counsel for the petitioner 

submitted that he would not press the grounds covered 
by issues 11(a) to (d), IV(a) and (b), V and VI(a) to (c) 
and on November 30, 1971, he submitted that he would 
not press issues Nos. 111(a). (b) and (c). Shri B. M- 
Patil the learned counsel for respondent — 1 submitted 
on November 30. 1971. that he would not press the 
grounds covered by issues VIII and IX. The resulting 
position is that only issues 1(a), (b) and (cl, VII and 
X survive for decision in this case. 


Issues 1(a), (b) and (c).— These issues relate to the al- 
legation of the petitioner that a substantial number of 
ballot papers were chemically treated with the object 
of securing the success Of respondent — -1. Even though 
the petition is silent regarding the name of the chemi- 
cal used and the method of treatment of ballot papers 
with the chemical, there is an averment that certain 
experiments said to have been conducted had shown 
that when a paper was treated with Sodium Chlorite 
solution it acnuired the characteristic of causing dis- 
appearance of mark made with ink which was used at 
the pollling station for ink pads at a subsequent stage 
and making a mark placed with the help of 5 per ce r ’t 
solution of ' Silver Nitrate (Ag No. 3) which was invisi- 
ble when the mark was made, visible at a later stage_ 
It is urged that as a result of such chemical treatment 
and the printing of invisible marks on the symbol ‘calf 
and cow’ on about 30 to 35 per cent of the ballot papers, 
the mark made by voters at the polling station (by 
voters) with the help of Kbres ink or any other ink 
disappeared and the invisible marks placed on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’ which was the symbol of res- 
pondent — 1 became visible bv the time the ballot 
papers were taken ud for counting. It is pleaded thal 
all those papers which bad the mechanically printed 
marks on the svmbol ‘calf and cow’ were counted as 
valid votes in favour of respondent— 1, and therefore, 
respondent— 1 got about 30 to 35 per cent of the total 
number of votes even though the voters had not given 
their votes in his favour. 

It mav be mentioned here that the date on which 
f he ballot napers were chemically treated, has not b-en 
furnished in the neThon. Shri E. Venkateswara Kao 
however’ submitted that as can be gathered from the 
allegations made in the petition the case of the peti- 
tioner was that the ballot papers were chemically treat- 
ed sometime after thev were printed at the Govern- 
ment Central Press Bangalore, and before they ware 
deliverer! to the authorised representative of the Re- 
turning Officer to be carried to the constituency in ques- 
tion If that is so it may be taken that the case.of the 
petitioner is that the ballot papers must have been 
chemicaTlv treated sometime between February 12. 197-| 
and February 19 1971. The necessary inference which 
follows from the above allegations is that the ballot 
oaners were treated with a chemical of a specified con- 
centration or quality fo that, the invisible marks alleg- 
ed to bS-vo been made on the symbol calf and r ‘ n w 
w kxch were not vis hie by the polling date should, be- 
come visible on March 10, 1971. which was the date of 
countin'* and the marks made bv the voters on the pol- 
ling day disappeared by March 10, 1971. 


The evidence on this point consists of (i) the oral 
evidence of some persons who were present at the 
time of counting; (ii) oral evidence of M.M. Kulkarnt 
CP.W. 2 in Election Petition No. 2 of 1971) and Dr. O.P. 
Dharmarah (P.W. 6 in E.P. 2 of 197-i) who were 
examined as experts and whose evidence Is treated as 
common evidence by consent of parties in this case; (iii) 
the oral evidence of P. I. Jacob (R.W- 2 in E.P. 3 of 
19711), K. G. Gowka (R.W. 1 in E.P. 2 of 1971), M. S. 
Hirannaiah (R.W. 2 in E.P. 2 of 1971), M. A. Arham 
(R. W. 3 in E. P. 2 of 1971), Allabaksh Imam Hassart 
CR. W. 4 in E. P. 2 of 1971), M. L. Ramanna (R. W. 5 
in E. P. 2 of 1971) (the evidence of all these witnesses 
is treated by consent of parties as common evidence in 
this election petition) and G. V. Maligl, R. W. 1 in this 
case, and the documents marked through these witnesses., 
and (iv) the result of inspection and scrutiny of cer- 
tain unused and used ballot papers pertaining the elec- 
tion in question. 

In support of the above issue, on behalf of the peti- 
tioner two witnesses have been examined. The peti- 
tioner has not entered the witness box. 

P. W. 1 is one Swamy Rao, an Advocate practising at 
Sindhanoor. He was the election agent of the petitioner 
at the election. His evidence is that he was present at 
the counting hall when the counting of votes was 
going on on the 10th, 11th and 12th of March, 1971. 
The petitioner has appointed fifteen caunting agents. 
This witness was however going round the counting 
tables and watching the progress of counting, and ■*. hila 
doing so, he observed some peculiarities in the ballot 
papers which were being counted, namely. (1) the 
marking on the symbol ‘calf and cow’ which had been 
assigned to respondent — 1 was uniform and had been 
made with even pressure on majority of ballot papers 
in which votes had been cast in favour of respondent-1; 
(2) the said marks were bright; (3) the marking was at 
the same place on the symbol in all such ballot papers; 
and (4) those ballot papers were whiter than the other 
ballot papers. He has stated that he noticed the above 
features for the first time by about 10-00 or 11-00 a.m. 
on March 10: 1971, and on the following two dates. 
The witness is stated to have discussed about these pe- 
culiar features 1 with the Returning Officer and the 
petitioner. He has further stated that most of the hal- 
lo oaners which had been rejected were blank and con- 
tained no voting marks at all. The other ballot papers 
which did not have the features referred to have were 
somewhat dim and the marking of votes on those papers 
was not at the same place in all of them. In cross-ex- 
amination. this witness has stated that he was practis- 
ing as an Advocate for fifteen years and he was familiar 
with the provisions of the Representation of People 
Act. 1951. and the Rules made thereunder. He knew 
that spurious ballot papers or ballot papers containing 
marks made by instruments other than those provided 
at the polling stations were liable to be rejected. He 
also stated that he felt suspicious about the ballot 
paners in which the peculiar features- above referred to 
were found and that he felt that some fraud might 
have been played and that those ballot papers must be 
spurious ones. Yet he did not file anv w^'t^n 0 b ’Ac- 
tion nor the petitioner raise any objection before + b-=‘ 
Returning Officer. Except saying that he discuss d 
about these features with the Returning Officer, he 
did not raise any formal objection to the ballot papers. 
According to this witness the Returning Officer appears 
to have told him that such objections could not be 
considered by him as he was not the competent autho- 
rity. It is very difficult to believe the above statement 
of this witness. It is significant that no reference has 
been made to the statement of this witness that the 
matter was raised before the Returning Officer or that 
he declined to go into or decide the said question, in the 
election petition. 

The next Witness is one Gurunadaswamv p yy o 
He was counting agent of the petitioner at the last elec“ 
toon. His evidence is that he found ef the time of the 
counting of ballot papers that the voting marks on the 
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symbol ‘call and cow' were very clear and appeared 
to be marked made not with the help ol tfa e seal. Ho 
has further stated that the ballot papers which had 
such marks were whiter than other papers on the Hont 
atm on the reverse of the ballot paper, the colour 
was dim. He states that he brought to the notice ol the 
petitioner the existence ol these special features m 
some ol the ballot papers and the matter was discussed 
He admits that he did not raise any objection to the 
validity ol these ballot papers even though he felt that 
some foul play had been committed. The witness 
admits that he was familiar with the Rules governing 
the counting of ballot papers and^ the spurious ballot 
papers should be rejected by the Counting Officer. 

The petitioner has not chosen to enter the witness 
box and support the allegations made in the petition. 
The conduct ol P. Ws. 1 and 2 in not raising objections 
in regard to the ballot papers said to be con f tul *! i * ® 
spurious marks does not appear to be m conformity 
With the normal conduct of persons faced with such a 
situation. It is difficult to believe the evidence of these 
witness. 

The petitioner also relied upon the evidence of M^M 
Kuikarni PW 2 in Election Petition l ol 1971 whose 
fvMence is ma'rkcd as Exhibit P. 1 in this case and Dr. 
O P. Dharwarah, P. W. 8 in election Petition 2 of 1971 
whose evidence has also been marked as Exhibit P-2 in 
this case as expert witnesses. Their evidence has 
already stated, is treated as common evidence in all the 
petitions HP. I to 4 and 6 of 1971- They were examm- 
P 7 \nrninrt of the above allegation regarding 
XmfcalTeatmenl of ballot papers. V M. Kuikarni 
is a person who holds a degree m En AtV- 
mittcdly he does not possess any high qualification i 
Chemistry. The extent of his knowledge of Chemistry 
could only be what he might, have studied as an alhtc, 
subject In the school and In the course of his Engineer- 
fne study He however claims that he had occasion to 
studv the science of invisible inks while ho was serv- 
ina the British Territorial Army and that he had 
conducted experiments after the last Lok Sabha Elec^ 
tlons on invisible inks. Be that as it may, the question 
for consideration Is what value should be attached to 
his evidence, 

*■ M. M. Kuikarni was the election agent of Naval Tata 
who contested from one of the Bombay Lok Sabha 
Constituencies at the last Lok Sabha elections. Naval 
Tata was defeated in the election. Kuikarni who was 
disappointed at the result of that election developed 
suspicion about the ballot papers and started conducb 
ing experiments to find out whether it was possible to 
treat the ballot papers chemically to achieve the desir 
ed result He appears to have given demonstration 
before the members of the All India Congress O) who 
did not fare ‘well at the last Lok Sabha elections. A 
reading of the deposition of Kuikarni left me with the 
impression (hat he was not a disinterested witness. That 
however is not the real factor which has led me to feel 
Ms evidence Is of no use to the petitioner, there are 
however other more weighty reasons to come to that 
conclusion. 

In the course of his evidence he has stated that the 
methods of detection of ihe fact whether a particulai 
naner was chemically treated or not were many. One 
of the methods according to him was that if ultra violet 
rav a were made to lull on a chemically treated papers 
whon it wa^ treated with Sodium Chlorite, the treated 
naper would appear glowing white in colour with fluo- 
rescence and If an untreated paper was seen under 
ultra violet, rays it would have duR blue colour. He 
further stated that when he conducted experiment on 
paper with the help of diazo compound he found that 
the treated pane- appeared to b" violet m colour where 
as the untreated paper appeared white. Aceording to 
Pirn ther- were some other methods of detection with 
the help of intra red rays. X-rays etc, Ho also stated 


that if a treated paper and an untreated paper were 
immersed in a solvent which would dissolve the particu- 
lar chemical, the composition of the solvent alter such 
immersion would be different, He stated that a mark 
made with the help of Kores Ink (methyl violet which 
is being used in ink pads; would disappear if the paper 
had been treated before such marking with Sodium 
Chlorite or Sodium Hypochlorite on account of discolo- 
uration. The time taken for tho mark to disappear, 
according to the witness, depended on the concentration 
of the chemical used and the quality of paper which 
was treated. But to a question put by the court, the 
witness answered that once a mark made by an invi- 
sible Ink became visible on a ireaTefl paper. Tt would 
continue to be visible for an indefinite period unless the 
paper is again subjected to another chemical treatment. 
He slated that such a mark would be visible at least for 
a period of one year. He stated that certain marks 
which would be invisible to the naked eye would bo 
visible In some cases when they were looked at under 
ultra violet rays. According to the witness he could 
differentiate treated papers from untreated papers 
either by visual inspection or by conducting experiment 
or with the help of a instrument with which ultra violet 
rays could be made to fall on paper even without 
touching the paper. The above evidence was given on 
September 20, 1971 and the further examination of this 
witness was postponed to October 5, 1971, I rpade an 
5, 1971, I made an order that the Returning Officer 
should produre before the court the unused ballot 
papers for purpose of inspection and scrutiny In this 
case. The unused ballot papers relating to the constitu- 
ency with which was are concerned in this case end five 
other Lok Sabha Constituencies in Mysore 
paper is again subjected to another chemical treatment 
witness was postponed to October 4, 1971, On October 
State were scrutinised by the wit 

ness. Before those ballot papers were scrutinised tho 
witness was asked bv the court whether he was in a 
position to state whether a ballot paper was chemically 
trented or not If ballot, papers printed for the purpose 
of election in the month of March 1971 were taken out 
from the box and shown to him. His answer to that 
ouestion was that it was possible for him to find nut 
either with the ultra violet rays or by some other 
method and that he was ready on that day with the 
necessary equipment to examine the ballot papers with 
the ultra violet rays. On October 7, 1971 after care- 
fully examining about 6085 papers pertaining to Mysore 
Lok Sabha Constituency < the election from that Consti- 
tuency is questioned In EP No. 0 of 197J) the witness 
stated that by passing ultra violet rays on a psoer tt 
was not possible for him to say whether the paper had 
been treated with Sodium Clorite or not. He further 
stated to find out with the ultra violet rays whether a 
piece of naper was treated with any chemical or not, 
it would be necessnry to have untreated paper of the 
same kind and quality. He stated that even ’wh m both 
treated and untreated papers were viewed under ultra 
r.iniet rays, he could only say whether any paper had 
hepn treated or not. but rould not say whether It was 
treated with Sodium Chlorite or not. He further statpd 
that by passing ultra violet rays he could say that the 
Paoer had been treated with some chemical and could 
not say whether the chemical used was a bleaching 
atrent or not. Later on he stated that bv passing ultra 
violet rays on a paper which was treated, he could not 
sav even though he was given the sample of the paper, 
whether the paper hod been treated with a particular 
' hemicnl. This answer of the witness .is at variance 
with his evidence which he gave oft St'bfember 20, 
1971. namely, "method No. 1 when ultra violet rays' are 
made to fall on a chemically treated paper, when It is 
trusted with Sodium Chlorite of the type on which 
Exhibits P — 1 and P — 2 are printed the treated paper 
will appear glowing white in colour with flourescence. 
Similarly If ultra violet rays are made to fell on the 
untreated paper it Will have dull blue colour.’’ The 
witness gave a different verslaon after examining the un- 
used ballot naper- Pecan?" he was pot ahlp to -nv that anv 
of those papers wns trented with Sodium Chlorite. As 
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already stated this witness was n person wno was 
interested in maxing out a case Uiat ill the last 
Sabha elections in inuiu, the ballot papers that were 
used had been chemically treated in order to see that 
ine members of Congress (.Jtt.) parly returned to Lok 
Saoha in large numbers. The witness further stateu 
at the end or his deposition on October 7, 1971, “that 
the colour of the paper varies under ultra violet rays 
from one _piece of paper to another piece of paper even 
when it is taken out from the same stock it there is 
variation in the deposit on the paper of the chemical 
used tor hieachmg purposes in the paper factory," In 
his deposition on Gctuoer 12, 1071, the witness stated 
that he had seen in all about US, 000 unused ballot papers 
relating to Election Petitions 1 to 6 of 1971 and he could 
not say without resorting to some other chemical lest 
whether any of them was treated with Sodium Chlorite 
or any other particular chemical. He had seen hundreds 
of those ballot papers under ultra violet rays and he 
was not In a position to say whether any of them had 
been treated with Sodium Chlorite or not. He further 
stated that it was not possible to say whether a paper 
was treated with Sodium Chlorite or not by passing 
ultra violet rays on it, He further admitted that he diu 
not find any voting mark anywhere on the unused 
ballot papers under ultra violet rays. The witness also 
admitted that he had not conducted any experiment so 
far by which he could regulate the appearance of any 
invisible mark eighteen hours after ttie_ marks were 
made and he could not do any experiment before the 
court to obtain that result, and he required at least 
three months time to conduct such an expel iment. 

The next witness who has been examined as an 
expert in this case in P.W.fi in E. P. 2 of 1971 Dr. O. P. 
Dharmarah. He is a Professor of Chemistry in a college 
affiliated to the University of Delhi- He has stated that 
he was a former member of Rashtri.ya Sway am Scvak 
Sangh and that on the governing council of hig college 
there are some members belonging to Bharatiya Jan 
Sangh, some of whose members have tiled election 
petitions in the High Court of Delhi containing similar 
allegations. I shall however deal with his evidence 
without reference to the above statement*. 

This witness was summoned on an application made 
by the petitioner after the case of the petitioner had 
heen closed and after some of the used ballot papers 
were inspected and scrutinised by the court. In his 
deposition he stated that he could not say by merely 
looking at the ballot papers whether any of them was 
subjected to chemical treatment. He however stated 
examining the ballot papers under ultra violet rays that 
the ballot papers differed in capacity and exhibited 
different fluorescence of colours. He further admitted 
mat when the paper was manufactured if there was 
difference in the chemical deposit on the surface of the 
paper, different portions of the papers would exhibit 
different colours even when they -were taken out from 
the same roll due to the use of different quantities of 
sizing agent, binding agent, etc. He stated that in the 
ballot papers in the live constituencies concerned in 
E.P. 1 to 4 and ti of 1971 which he inspected he could 
not take out any ballot paper by visual examination lu 
which the mark which was originally visible him 
became Invisible because he found m all of them mark* 
put on symbols other than ‘calf and cow’ were still 
there. He stated that nobody by mere visual exami- 
nation of a paper could say that it was chemically 
treated. Even by looking at the ballot papers under 
ultra violet rays, he was not in a position to say 
whether the ballot papers contained mechanically 
printed marks or the marks were shining. He could 
than the other. The witness admitted that he was 
only say whether any particular paper was whiter 
present at the time when M, M. Kulkarni give demons- 
tration at Constitution Club New Delhi, about his ex- 
periment. He was present at that place for about 20 
minutes. He had discussed the matter with M. M, Kul- 
karni before he came to court to give evidence and he 
had also read the deposition of M. M. Kulkarni. The 
witness admitted that if a printed paper was 


given to him and he was asked to treat the 
paper chemically with the object of making an invisible 
mark vismle later on anu visiuie mark disappear at a later 
stage, he could not oil hand say how he should experi- 
ment. Alter examining tnc ballot papers he stated mat 
none of the ballot papers which he hau seen in tne court 
had been subjected to chemical treatment by applying 
suciium chlorite m liquid form. The witness next stated 
that a paper tieated with sodium chlorite when viewed 
unuer ultra violet lamp would emit yellow fluorescence 
This statement is inconsistent with the statement of M. M 
Kulxarni who on the first day of his examination stated 
that a paper treated with sodium chlorite would emit 
glowing white colour under ultra violet rays. This 
witness however admitted thul sodium chlorite was 
sometimes, used by paper manuiactures as bleaching 
agent. Jdis further evidence was that even, when a mark 
wmch was visible at the commencement became invisi- 
ble at a rater stale, there would be some stain on the 
paper and it depended upon the nature of chemical used 
and the nature of the ink used and he did not observe 
any such stain by visual examination and even under 
ultra violet rays in any of the ballot pacers examined 
by him. He. howewver, made it clear in his deposition 
that he could not say whether any of the ballot papers 
which he had examined in court had been chemi- 
cally treated or not. 'l'nis witness made use ot an ultra 
uiolet lamp in court while giving evidence. Continuing 
he said because he found different alignment of the mark 
between one ballot paper and another ballot paper, he 
would say that the marks were not made mechanically. 


The above •witness was approached by the counsel for 
the petitioner through Bairaj Madhok who was a col- 
league of this witness at Delhi University and who had 
also Bled an election petition with similar allegations 
before the High Court of Delhi. This witness proceeded 
to state that a mark made with the help of Kores ink 
on a chemically treated paper and which disappeared at 
a later stage could not be detected by looking at the 
paper under ultra violet rays. This statement is sligh- 
tly at a variance with the statement of M. JVI, Kulkarni, 
namely, “certainly invisible marks to the' naked eye be- 
come invisible in some cases when looked at them under 
ultra violet rays.’’ This witness was of the opinion 
that none of the bailut papers which he inspected in 
court under ultra violet rays had any mark which was 
invisible to naked eye but which was visible when it 
was made. Lastly he stated that to his knowledge it 
Was not possible with the equipment available in India 
to treat about ten lakhs of ballot papers with sodium 
chlorite in a period of ten days or less. The above 
question was asked in the context of the elections petiti- 
ons which were being tried in this court. He also 
stated that by the experiments he conducted, he had 
not been able to regulate the time of appearance of in- 
visible mark, but he had been able to regulate the time 
of disappearance of a visible mark. 


Apparently the information which thi s witness posses- 
ses regarding the possibility of treating a paper chemi- 
cally with tnc object of making a visible mark disap- 
pear and an invisible mark appear, appears to be of a 
recent origin. The witness had admitted in the course 
of his deposition that lie attended the demonstration 
given by M. M, Kulkarni at the Constitutional Club, 
Delhi, out of curiosity and" thereafter he conducted ex- 
periments to find out whether a mark placed on a paper 
would disappear after some time and whether it can be 
made to appear at a later stage even though it was In- 
visible at the commencement. He has stated that the 
demonstration which M. M. Kulkarni gave was a sur- 
prise to him. If that is the position, then it is very 
difficult to place much reliance on the evidence of this 
witness because by his own statement it is clear that 
prior to his meeting M. M. Kulkarni in the month of 
March 1971, he had no Idea of this branch of Chemistry. 
I find it difficult to accept the evidence of this witness 
without reservations. 
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Even gt anting thal there was a possibility of treating 
ballot papers chemically as pleaded by the petitioner, the 
question still remains whether it has been done in this 
case. The evidence of an expert witness under Section 
45 of the Evidence Act is not conclusive and cannot be 
used as suustantitivc evidence. The court must louk 
for corroboration from the otner evidence adduced in 
the proceeding to assure itself about the correctness or 
otherwise of the opinion of the expert. The court will 
have to take into account the various! factors that sur- 
rounded the transaction which is in dispute and should 
judge the case on the basis of both external and inter- 
nal evidence available in the case. The Sunpreme C'uiut 
while dealing with evidence of a hand-writing expert 
observed in Banu Ham v. Prasanni (A.I.B. 1950 Supreme 
Court, 93) as follows: — 

“Section 67 of the Indian Evidence Act (1 of 1872) 
provides inter aha that if a document is alleged 
to he signed by any person the signature must be 
proved to be in his handwriting. Sections 
45 and 47 of the said Act prescribed the method 
in which such signature can be proved. Un- 
der Section 45, the opinion of the hand-writing 
experts is relevant while under Section 47 the 
opinion of any person acquainted with the hand- 
wilting of the person who is alleged to have 
signed the document is admissible. The expla- 
nation to the section explains when a person 
can bo said to be acquainted with the hand- 
writing of another person. Thus, there can be 
no doubt as to the manner in which the alleged 
signature of the appellant could and should have 
been proved; but, even assuming that the signa- 
ture of the appellant can be legally held to be 
proved on circumstantial evidence the princi- 
ple which governs the appreciation of such 
circumstantial evidence in cases of tins kind 
cannot be ignored, ft is only if the court is 
satisfied that the circumstantial evidence irresi- 
stibly leads to the inference that the appellant 
must have signed the. form that the court can 
legitimately reach such a conclusion. In our 
opinion, it is Impossible to accede to Mr. Doa- 
hla's argument that the facts held proved in the 
High Court invitubl’y lead to its final conclusion 
that the appellant had in fact signed the form. 
It is clear that In reaching this conclusion the 
High Court did not properly appreciate the fact 
that there was no legal evidence on the point 
and that the other facts found by it cannot even 
reasonably support the case for respondent-!." 

Hence, unless there is other reliable evidence in the 
case which leads to the conclusion that the ballot papers 
must have been tampered 'with as suggested by the pe- 
tioner, it would not be safe to act merely on the evi- 
dence of the experts and come to a conclusion one way 
or the other on the question under issue. We should 
also bear in mind that the experts are not always disin- 
terested. 

The most important material available in the above 
question is the result of inspection and scrutiny of 
ballot papers themselves. On October 5, 1971, I made an 
order lhat the Returning Officer should produce before 
the court the scaled boxes containing unused ballot pap- 
ers and accordingly they were produced. The counsel 
for the petitioner was asked to select at random a few 
packets containing unused ballot papers of different 
polling stations in the constituency for purpose of scruti- 
ny and Inspection. H" accordingly selected 4390 ballot 
papers pertaining to this constituency and after inspec- 
tion of ballot papers It \va s noticed that j n none of them 
there was any mark resembling a voting mark on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow’. M. M. Kulkarnl one of the ex- 
perts examined in the case who examined the ballot 
papers under ultra violet r ays also was not able to say 
whether any of them had been chemically treated. 

Now, let me explain the usefulness of the examination 
of the unused ballot papers in determining the truth or 
otherwise of the allegations made in this petition. It is 


admitted that the ballot papers were printed with serial 
No. i uptn the serial number of the last voter in Lhe Rok 
Sabha Constituency. On an average there were about 
live lakhs of voters in each constituency and the ballot 
papers which are printed would therefore bear serial 
No. 1 to 5.00,00(1 or little more or less depending upon 
the number of voters in each constituency, it is sta- 
ted that to each polling station in a contitucney appro- 
ximately about 1,000 voters would be assigned. Thus, 
ballot papers bearing serial No. 1 to 1,000 would have 
been assigned to the first polling station; ballot papers 
bearing serial No. 1,001 to 2,000 would have been assig- 
ned to the second polling station; ballot papers bearing 
serial Nos. 2,001 to 3,000 would have been assigned to 
polling station No. 3 and so on. It Is also not possible 
to Imagine how many voters would exercise their right 
to vote at each polling station. Hence, if there was a 
preplanned scheme to see that about 35 per cent of all 
Lhe ballot papers were chemically treated in such a 
way that invisible mark on the symbol ‘calf and cow 
should become visible at a later stage, then amongst the 
ballot papers which were not used, there must have 
been some papers in which the invisible marks had be- 
come visible. The only way of avoiding this conti- 
gency was by seeing only the first few ballot papers 
assigned to each polling station were chemically treat- 
ed so that all such papers would be used and there would 
be no trace of such papers among the unused ballot 
papers. In fact that was the submission made on behalf 
of the petitioner. It was argued that the chemically 
treated ballot papers were among the first three hundred 
lo four hundred papers m each polling station. Then i! 
about 35 per cent of the to'.al number of ballot papers 
had been so treated as alleged by the petition, 
then amongst the used ballot papers the per- 
centage of treated ballot papers should be nearly 
bO to 70 per cent because the average voting in any 
polling station would be about 60 per cent of the total 
voters. That however Is not the case of the petitioner. 
Hence X feel that the absence of even a single ballot 
paper among the unused ballot papers containing the 
voting mark said to have been mechanically made on the 
symbol ‘calf and cow' is a very strong circumstance 
against the contention of the petitioner, It is very 
difficult to accept that it was possible for anybody to see 
that not even a single ballot paper which was so chemi- 
cally treated was found in the bundle of unused ballot 
papers for no one knew how many voters in a given 
area would go to a polling station on the date of the 
poll. 


I shall now deal with the result of examination of the 
used ballotpapers during the course of the election peti- 
tion. When the trial of this petition was in progress, 
lhe Supreme Court pronounced Its judgement in Civil 
Appeal 1343/71 (Shashi Bhushan v. Prof. Balraj Mudhok 
And, Others ) and Civil Appeal No. 1473/71 (Arnar Nath 
Chanda v. Kanwar Lai Gupta And Others) which had 
been filed by some successful candidates who were res- 
pondents in some election petitions pending on the file 
of the High Court of Delhi in which similar allegations 
had been made. Following the said decision, I ordered 
lhat the Returning Officer should produce all the used 
ballot papers including the rejected ballot papers for 
purpose of inspection and scrutiny before the court and 
It was accordingly done. The counsel for th e petitioner 
was permitted to select at random certain number of 
ballot papers from the boxes containing the used ballot 
papers. Accordingly the counsel for the petitioner sel- 
ected 900 ballot papers in which votes had been cast 
In favour of respondent-1 and 550 ballot papers In which 
votes had been cast In favour of the petitioner and 9 
rejected papers. Thereafter, the said ballot papers were 
scrutinised by the counsel fo r the parties and by the 
court. I recorded the result of the visual examination 
of these ballot papers in a separate proceeding which 
was drawn up at that time. On the visual examination 
of those ballot papers I felt that the allegation that a 
large maloritv of ballot, papers had been chemically 
treated with the desired object was not true. I found 
in the ballot papers in which votes had been cast in 
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favour of respondent-1 the voting marks were sometimes 
to the left of the symbol ‘calf and cow’ sometimes to 
the right of the symbol and sometimes on the symbol 
itself. Eeven when the voting marks were on the 
symbol itself, there were not found at the same posi- 
tion in ail the ballot papers. The angle of the arrow 
marks in the voting marks varied from one ballot pap- 
er to the other. In none of the ballot papers in which 
votes had been cast in favour of petitioner, the voting 
mark had disappeared or had become dull. An exa- 
mination of the ballot papers in which votes had been 
cast in favour of respondent-1 as well as the petitioner 
showed that the brightness of the mark varied from 
paper to paper depending upon the quantity of ink 
present on the instrument provided at the polling 
station for placing the voting mark. The allegation 
that in a large majority of ballot papers in which votes 
had been cast in favour of responaerft-I, the voting 
marks were at the same point in all the ballot papers 
and were uniform in brightness and the marks were 
shining, was not substantiated by the result of visual 
examination of those papers. The ballot papers ap- 
peared to be natural in form and none of them appeared 
to have been chemically treated. In fact that is the 
opinion of Dr. O. P. Dharmarah, one of the experts ex- 
amined in this case. The statement of witnesses, P- 
Ws. 1 and 2 that certain peculiar features were noticed 
in a large majority of ballot papers by them at the 
time of counting was also not substantiated. It is no 
doubt true that the colour of the paper between one 
ballot paper and another was slightly dissimilar. That 
wasi because the ballot papers were selected at random 
for purpose of inspection. I am satisfied on the exami- 
nation of the ballot papers that no further enquiry if 
this regard in necessary. In the judgement of the Sup- 
reme Court in the cases cited above, it was observed 
that if the court came to the conclusion on an exami- 
nation of certain number of ballot paper selected at 
random, that the matter should be further probed into 
the court might take evidence on the point at issue 
including the evidence of expert witnesses and there- 
after it was open to the court to direct or not to direct 
a general inspection of the ballot papers. In view of 
that is stated above, I am of the opinion that no case 
has been made out to direct a general inspection of the 
ballot papers. 

The other evidence which remains to be considered 
in this case is the evidence of the witnesses examined 
on behalf of the respondents. The Deputy Election 
Commissioner of India, P. I. Jacob has been examined 
on behalf of the Chief Election Commissioner in this 
case. He was examined as P.W.2 Ex P.3 of 1971 and by 
consent of parties his evidence is read as common evi- 
dence in E.P.l-to 4 and 6 of 1971. A copy of his depo- 
sition is marked as Exhibit R.6 in this case. This wit- 
ness was in charge of the last Lok Sabha elections. Un- 
der Section 19- A of the Representation of People Act 
1951 he was au'horised to exercise the powers of the 
Election Commission subject to supervision and control 
of the Chief Election Commissioner. He has staled that 
the paper used for printing of ballot papers in Mysore 
was procured from the Mysore Paper Mills, Limited. 
Bhadravati, pursuant to an order made by the Director 
General of Supplies and Disposals, India. The colour, 
size and substance of the paper to be used for printing 
ballot papers was prescribed by the Election Commis- 
sion. The colour of the naper was prescribed as 
‘cream wove white’; the size of the paper was prescribed 
as 43cms. by 69 c ms. and the substance of the paper was 
prescribed as 10.9 Kgs. per ream, by the Election Com- 
mission of India. The instructions regarding the print- 
ing of ballot papers were issued as per paragraphs 22 
and 23 in Chapter II of the Hand Book for Returning 
Officers (Pages 34 and 35). Exhibit R-5 in E.P. 3 of 1971 
is the Said book. This witness stated that the instruc- 
tions bad been issued that ballot papers should be 
printed under maximum security conditions and should 
be despatched to the various constituencies in closed 
vans under police escort. He emphatically denied that 
anv of the ballot papers used in any of the Lok Sabha 
Constituencies which were concerned in E.P. 1 to 4 and 


6 of 1971, had been taken out of the press after they 
were printed ana they were chemically treated before 
they were delivered to the Returning Officers or their 
authorised agents. He denied that there was any pre- 
planned scheme to which the Election Commission was 
a party under which it was intended that respondent-*, 
who belonged to Congress (R) party should succeed. 
He also denied that there was any fraud committed 
with the connivance of the Election Commission in that 
direction. The witness stated that it was not true to 
say that the ballot papers used in any constituency had 
been tampered with or chemically treated or they were 
reolaced by another set of ballot papers which had been 
chemically treated. It was also denied by this witness 
that in many of the ballot papers in which votes had 
been cast in favour of respondent-1 the voting marks 
had been made with the heln of an instrument or 
mechanical device other than the one provided at ihe 
polling station. According to this witness the object of 
prescribing that the counting of votes should take place 
cn the same day in all the constituencies in India except 
in West Bengal was to see that the result of the election 
in any of the constituencies in which poll had taken 
place did not have any effect on another constituency 
where poll had not yet taken place. The date of poll 
in West Bengal was March 10, 1971. Nothing had been 
brought out in cross-examination of this witness 
by the counsel for the petitioner to discredit his testi- 
mony. He was however questioned about the discovery 
of certain ballot papers at Chandigarh at a place where 
the ballot papers should not have been found. He 
stated that those ballot papers did not relate to the 
constituency with which we were concerned and that 
he had investigated into the same and found that certain 
number of ballot papers which should have been 
destroyed by the press had not been destroyed, but had 
been sold as waste paper to the contractors after March 
15. 1971 by which time election in India had been over. 
Similarly he stated that his investigation mto another 
allegation that certain ballot papers were being removed 
in two railway wagons bound for Madhya Pradesh also 
revealed that it did not effect the result of the election 
in any constituency. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dents is R.W. 1 in E.P. 2 of 1971 who is again a common 
witness. His deposition is marke_d as Exhibit R-l m 
this rase. He is the Assistant Director of Stationery. 
Government Press, Bangalore. He has stated that the 
ballot papers which were used at the Last Lok Sabha 
elections in Mysore S' ate were all printed at Govern- 
ment Central Press. Bangalore. The paper which was 
used for printing ballot papers were purchased by the 
Government Central Press from Mysore Paper Mills 
Ltd.. Bhadravathi. He produced Exhibit R-3 in E.P. 2 
of 1971 which was the challan under which the paper 
was supplied by the Mysore Paper Ltd.. Bhadravathi. 
The paper was received on 1st December. 1970 and from 
out of that stock of paper, certain quantity was released 
for purposes of printing ballot papers from 10th 
February. 1971 and 17th February. 1971. Exhibit R-4 
and R-10 in E.P. 2 of 1971 are the indents given by the 
Assistant Director of Printing for supply of paper. In 
cross-c\- r.— has stated that the Press did not 
place " ■ ' 1 specifically for the purpose of 

Lok Sabha elections held in March 1971. In answer to 
a question regarding the type of paper that was issued 
for printing the ballot papers, the witness stated that 
cream wove paper had been issued. When his attention 
was drawn to some discrepancy between Exhibit R-4a 
and R-6a on the one hand and Exhibit R-5a R-7a, R-8a. 
R-9a and R-lOa. he answered that by mistake instead of 
cream wove paper it might have been written as white 
paper in Exhibit R-5a, :R-7a, R-8a. R-9a and R-lOa. The 
witness stated that he had notmoticed the discrepancy in 
the description of paper referred to above at the time 
when the paper was issued for printing. He stated 
that the entire quantity supplies under Exhibit R-3 was 
supplied from one stock. 

M. S. Hirannaiah. RW-2 in E.P. 2 of 1971 whose denn- 
sition is marked as Exhibit R-2 in this case, is the Assis- 
tant Director, Government Central Press Bangalore, 
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and he was in charge of the printing of ballot papers. 
He stated that the programme of printing and despatch 
of ballot papers was settled bv the Chiet Election Officer 
In consultation with the Director of Printing as per Ex. 
R-ll in Exhibit-11 of 1971. The said document is signed 
bv the Under Secretary working under the Chief Elec- 
toral O ilieer. This witness stated that he received in- 
structions regarding the printing of ballot papers from 
the authorised representatives of the Returning Officers 
He printed the ballot papers in accordance with Form 
No. 7-A (Ex. 12 to 10 in E.P. 2/71) sent by the Return- 
ing Officers. After the proof of the ballot papers in les- 
pect of each constituency was approved by the concerned 
authorised representative of the Returning Officer, the 
ballot papers wore printed and after ihe ballot papers 
were printed they were numbered serially fiom No. 1 to 
last number of the ballot paper printed for the consti- 
tuency. _ After the ballot papers were printed and were 
cut In size, thov wc-e being taken to another portion of 
the Government Printing Press Premises, which was 
known as ‘Election Shed' where the ballot papers used to 
be kept In sealed boxes. There thev were checked, coun- 
ted and bundled into bundles of 500 each. Exhibit R-17 
In E.P. 2 of 1971 is the programme of work of printing 
of ballot papers which was being maintained by this 
witness. 


The said Exhibit R-17 contains the date cm which the 
ballot papers wore despatched and according to this 
witness till the ballot papers were despatched they 
used to be at the ‘Election Shed’. He has further 
stated that the printing press where the ballot papers 
were being printed and the ‘Election Shed’ whore the 
and protection of the Watch and Ward staff of the 
ballot papers were being kept were under the care 
Press and the police officers whose services were 
secured for the said purpose at the time when the 
ballot papers were being printed at the Government 
"cntral Press. This witness has been cross-examined 
it length, but I do not find that anything is brought 
out to discredit the testimony of this witness. Sri 
R. V. Rao, learned counsel for the petitioner, how- 
ever argued that this witness had not explained the 
difference in colour of some of the ballot papers and 
the user of a bigger tyre of numerals in some cases to 
orint serial number of the ballot papers than those 
which were used in the case of other ballot papers. It 
wan open to the petitioner on whom the burden of 
nroof lay in this case to have put the question about 
them to this witness but ho has not done so. Tt would 
he unfair to draw any inference against the witness or 
the respondents without drawing the attention of the 
witness to these points raised on behalf of the peti- 
tioner The position of the petitioner in an election 
petition is not that of an accused in a criminal case and 
it is not open to a petitioner in on election petition 
to raise some point which is likely lo lead to some 
doubt and to claim the benefit nf it and on that b^sis 
to seek a declaration that the elect'nn is void. Tn fact 
the position of the petitioner in election petition is 
eouivalent to the no-ition of the Prosecution m a 
criminal case, the petitioner cannot take advantage of 
a circumstance of the above kind. 

The next witness examined on behalf of the respon- 
dent is M A. Arham. R.W. 2 in EP. 2 of 1971. who Is 
eimin a eommon witness. His evidence j< marked as 
Exhibit R-3 in this ensw He was an Under secretary 
to the Government of Mvsore and was In charge of 
rtelloo He was working under the ri-rrri Ions oT the 
PYuef Electoral (Wrier at. the lest Ink Rabhn elections 
Hb bas stated ihat he was visiting the Press nearly 4 5 
times everv dav when the ballot papers were Nn" 
prinled and during the Vm- when the ballot papers 

S&nraTWW* JSSg, » 
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desmVehed well in time through the authorised renm- 
contives of the -Returning Officers afrir the- were dub- 
Checked scrutinised and bundled at the Government 


Centrul Press. R.W. 4 in E.P. 2 of 1971 Is Allabak“h 
Imam whose evidence Is marked as Exhibit R-4 in this 
case He was Ihe Section Office- who was assisting 
M. A. Arham referred to above . His evidence corrobo- 
rates the evidence of M. A. Arham. 

M. L. iR.amanna, R.W. 5 in E.P. 2/1971 who is again 

common witness and whose evidence is marked 
E hibit Ft- a in this case, is the Police Officer who was 
hi charge of security arrangements at the Government 
Central Press, Bangalore at the time when the ballot 
papers were being printed for the last Lok Sabha 
elections. His evidence is that from 12th February, 
1971 to 3rd March. 1971 he had made necessary 
security arrangements. He had posted one Head 
Constable and .3 constables to be in charge of the 
security of Government Central Press and they had 
to be in charge of security of the Press all the 24 
hours during that period. No- doubt the Police officers 
used to do their job by (urns along with the members 
of the Watch and Ward Staff of the Government 
Central Press. He has .Hated that ne was visiting the 
iremises of the Government Central Press occasionally 
i’o verify whether the persons who had been entrusted 
A’ith the duty of looking after the premises of the press 
w, 're doing their job properly or not 

G. V. Maligi who has been examine* as R.W. 1 In 
this case was the authorised representative of the 
Returning Officer of Koppal Lok Sabha Constituency 
in connection with the above election. His evidence 
is that he came to Bangalore on i 2th February, 1971 
along with Form No. 7-A in connection with the print- 
ing of ballot papers along with two assistants. Later 
on two more assistants joined him. This witness 
approved the proof of the ballot papers at the Govern- 
ment Central Press and after ihe ballot papers were 
printed he scrutinised each ballot paper before they 
were bundled and put into dealwood boxes. He took 
delivery of the ballot papers on 19th February, 1971 
and carried them to Kopoal under police escort. The 
witness used to attend the Press between 7 a.m. and 
9.30 p iu. during those days. t.e.. 12th February. 1971 
and 19th February, 1971. He stated that the baJlot 
papers after they were printed were not removed to 
anv other place outside the premises of the Press 
until hp took delivery of the same on 19th February. 
1971. In Cross-examination, he has stated that 
according tn the Programme he had to carry the ballot 
papers on 18th February. 1971 but he could not do "o 
because he bad not scrutinised all the ballot papers by 
that time. On reading the evidence of this witness 
and the other witnesses examined on behalf of the 
respondents as a whole, I am satisfied that adequate 
arrangements had been made regarding the security 
of the ballot papers at the Government Central Press 
and the ballot paoers "werp never removed from the 
Premises of the Government Central Press until' Ihev 
wore actually delivered to the authorised representa- 
tive for the purpose of being carried to the cnnstltuen- 
'ios. 

Sri R. V. Rao. learned counsel for the petitioner 
urged that the Chief Electoral Officer had ntrt produced 
the sample of the paper used for the printing of ballot 
papers which bad been retained at the Government. 
Central Press Bangalore, even though he was "ailed 
unon to do so hy the Detitioner. and. therefore, adverse 
inference should be drawn against him. In reply to 
the memo of the petitioner calling upon the Chief 
Electoral Officer to produce the said samnle paner, the 
Additional Government Advocate had stated that the 
paner was with the Government, Central Press and th^ 
nelitlener could take steps to summon (t. Neither the 
Director of Government Central Press nor the State 
of Mysore is a party to this petition and the Govern- 
ment Central Pr°=s is not under the control of the 
’hrit Electoral Officer. It was onen tn the petitioner 
in these circumstances to Rave taken steps to summon 
tl ? said paner from the Government Crntral Press 
which be has not done. No adverse inference can 
therefore, be drawn against the Chief Electoral Officer 
on this ground. 
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It was next contended by the counsel for the peti- 
tioner that the chemical analysis of the ink that was 
used at the polling stations for the purpose of making 
the voting marks on. the ballot papeis had not been 
produced by the Election Commission. The petitioner 
cannot make a grievance of this because he had not 
asked the Election Commission in produce Ihe same. 
One other ground urged by Sri R. V. Rao was that the 
stock Leader of the Government Central Press, 
Bangalore, had not been produced by the Chief 
Electoral Offlc :t. As already stated the Chief Electoral 
Officer could not be called upon to produce any docu- 
ment which was in the custody of the Government 
Central Press. Hence the petitioner cannot also make 
grievance of it. 

The allegation that many of the ballot papers had 
been removed from the premises of the Press to some 
cTier place after they were printed and before they 
were delivered to the agent of the iRetu ruing Officer 
for purposes of treating them chemically, is baseless. 
I also hold that the allegations made by the petitioner 
against the Election Commission in ihe petttion arc 
untrue. 

It is, therefore, very difficult to accept the case of 
the petitioner that in collusion with or with the 
connivance of the Election Commission that somebody 
was able to treat these papers chemically. 

The petitioner has also not placed before the Court 
any positive evidence to show that the ballot papers 
had been taken out of the premises of the Government 
Central Press by somebody with the object of chemi- 
cally treating them and replacing them by another set 
of chemically 'treated ballot papers. The petitioner 
himself has failed to give evidence in support of the 
case. 

Before recording my findings on Issues lfa), (b) and 
(c) I propose to refer to one other aspect of the case. 
Neither in the petition nor in the course of the 
evidence, the petitioner has suggested any motive 
which must have prompted the Chief Election Commis- 
sioner to become a party to the alleged act of chemical 
treatment of ballot papers. Having regard to the 
status which is assigned to the Election Commission and 
the security of tenure guaranteed to the Chief Election 
Commissioner in the Constitution of India, it is very 
difficult to believe that the Chief Election Commissioner 
was interested In one political party as against others. 
It appears that when the petitioner and several others 
who opposed the Congress (R) party failed very badly 
at the election even In places where they were 'sure of 
their success and being unable to explain - the reasons for 
their failure, were in search of an alibi, the theory that 
the elections were rigged bv resorting lo chemical treat- 
ment of ballot papers which was the figment of th" 
Imagination of a deeply disappointed person with a 
fertile brain and which was given wide publicity Just 
before the time for filing election petitions was over, 
was readily adopted by them as a ground to challenge 
the elections of some successful candidates. It is unfor- 
tunate that such grave allegations have been made in 
these proceedings without due verification. It is 
significant that the petitioner has not furnished any 
particulars about any of the persons Involved in the 
alleged corrupt practice, but only relied upon the evi- 
dence of some witnesses who have given evidence 
regarding some Peculiar features which (,hev observed 
In some of the ballot papers at the time of counting. 
The residl of visual examination of the ballot Papers 
both used and unused and the uthe,- ma'erial which is 
available in the case totally belie tlie story that. Ihe 
ballot papers had been ehemically treated and lead me 
lo the conclusion that the allegation that certain peculiar 
features were ebserv-d by the witnesses for the peti- 
tioner ai the lime nf epun'lng miwt have been invented 
m-e an alder thought to suit the theory that the success 
of u-o c nll ,i« s , /pi mo-tv was on p-ronnt of Ihe chemi- 
cal treatment of ballot papers. After giving my anxi- 
ous consideration to all aspects of this case T feel' that 
the allegations made against the Election Commission 


and the officials connected with the election process are 
woolly unjustified. I fully exonerate the Chief Election 
Commissioner, the Chief Electoral Officer, the Return- 
ing Officer and all other officers who were entrusted 
with the duties connected with the election of all the 
charges and other veiled and sinister suggestions made 
against them. 

I, therefore, hold on Issue No. I (a) that the petitioner 
has failed to prove that the rubber stamping on the 
symbol of ‘cow and calf on large number of ballot 
papers used in the election had been made by a 
mechanical process on chemically treated ballot papers 
and not by voters; and on Issue 1(b) that the petitioner 
has failed to prove that an appreciable percentage of 
ballot papers were subjected to chemical treatment. 
Issue No. 1(c), therefore, doe s not survive. 

Issue No. VII. — The next issue for consideration Is 
issue No, VII viz ■ whether the Election Commission is a 
necessary party to the election petition. It was contend- 
ed by Sri S. G. Sundnra Swnmy, learned Counsel for 
Respondent-2 that In view of Section 82 of the Represen- 
tation of People Act, 1951, it was not open to the 
petitioner to implead any person other than the candi- 
dates as respondents to the petition. On going through 
Section 82, I feel that the said Section only prescribed 
that all th e contesting candidates should be made 
parties to an election petition. It does not say that no 
other person should be made a party to the election 
petition. When allegations of corrupt practice are made 
in an election petition against some person other than a 
candidate, there is nothing wrong in impleading them 
as parties even at the stage of the presentation o? the 
petittion. It may be mentioned that under Section 1)9 
of the Representation of People Act, 1951, if the Court 
trying an election petition wantB to hold a person other 
lhan a candidate guilty of corrupt practice it has to 
issue a notice to him and then decide the said question. 
That only shows that persons other than the candidates 
could be made parties to an election petition. Even if 
it is to be held that the Election Commission was not a 
necessary party, 1 feel that the Election Commission in 
the circumstances of this case was a proper party. I. 
therefore hold on Issue No. VII that Respondent-2- 
Eleetion Commission of India is a proper party though 
n:t a necessary party to the petition. 

Issue No. X. — In view of my findings on Issue Nos. 
1(a), (b) and (c), this petition fails and is dismissed. 

In view of the baseless allegations made in the 
petition I feel that in the circumstances of the case 
the petitioner should be directed to pay by way of cosb- 
Rs. 650/- to Respondent-1; Rs, 650- to R.espondent-2 and 
Rs. 650/- to Respondent 3 and 4, together. 

(Sd.) E. S. Venkatahamiah, 

Judge. 

7-12-1971 

[No. 82/MY/4/72.] 

New Delhi, the 10th July 1972 

S.O. 2716 . — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 13A of the Represcntatio 
of the People Act, 1950, the Election Commission i Y ‘ 
consultation with the Government of Bihar, hereby 
nominates Shri U. N. Ral. Special Secretary, Cabinet 
Secretariat an d Co-ordination Department. Government 
of Bihar, as the Chief Electoral Officer for the State 
nf Bihar, with effect from the 4th July, 1972 and until 
further orders vice Shri Sachchidanand Sinha. 

TNo. 154/BR/72.J 

10 197 2 
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jrr, f77?7+ 5nfa7,ffa[r* 77+1* % 7717^ 7, fa 7f%77R*7 
ftl^ET % WET T7 fa 7 0 rrfro TW, ffafT 7fa7, 7f7737 

^rf^RFFR 77 77*77 f+wr, fagR 7*777 fa a 77rf, 

1 9 7 2 % 5T*fa infcff 7+ fTTfr 7RT % fat* f% 4HH 
5rrffan % +7 7 n^stn TTfaT+ffar + 77 T 1 1 

[ 7 ° 1 5 4/ffan"*/ 7 2 ] 

Nem Delhi, the 22nd July 1972 

S.O. 2717. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 22 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951 (4,1 of 1951), the Election Com- 
mission hereby directs that the following further 
amendments shall be made in its Notification No. 434/ 
GJ/71, dated the 2nd December, 1971, namely:— 

In column 2 of the Table appended to the said 
Notification against Item '9-Ahmedabad' for 
the existing entries numbered 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7, 
the entries “City Deputy Collector, Ahmeda- 
bad”,“Prant Officer, Viramgam Prant, Ahmeda- 
bad", “III Special Land Acquisition Officer, 
Ahmedabad’’, "Administrator Sardarna e 'ar 
Township, Sardarnagar, Ahmedabad’’ and “As- 
sistant Deveopment Commissioner, Ahmeda- 
bad”, respectively, shall be substituted. 

[No. 434/GJ/72.] 

7 $ fTPPfV, 22 ^rrf, 1972 

t*7 o fa o 2 71 7-fa+T y Pi Fd ftPT fafa+TR', 19 51 
(1951 77 43) fa trm 22 fa TWITT ( 1 ) 7TTT 777 
47 5lfa7 77% H*, f%7fa*r «TT7%7 777TTTT 7? f%%7 
%7T ^ fa 774% 5lF8T*I77T 7° 434/77/71, 7lfa*7 2 

f%7*7*', 1 9 7 1 % fffRP'ifer TfatH far F+t* srnfa, tr«rf-T 

7+7 5Tf%77TT % 77*7 Hi Tuff + *7*7 2 7 77 
“9-«^TT7T717” % 717%. f777I*T fafafa 7 o 1, 2, 4, 5 
fax 7, % *717 77, 777: "777 77 47*47*, TTSTT^WrT, ” 
“7P7 5|Tfa7* fa*T777 7T*7, 54/771717", "fafa ffafa 
fa7 5HR 5Hfa*T* 51^41414", “y7T7+, 7*7T*777 7% 

t 

ERTfsiT, *177177*17, TiRTCnr” 77T “7/77+ 

f7777 M1«*FT, 51777T7T7", STf+fc+t 7f%*7Tf%7 fa 

TirfafV i 

[*fa 4 34/77172] 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 6th July 1972 

S.O. 2718.— Whereas the Election Commission is satis- 
fied that Shri Kanii Bhikhabhai Dafda, New Thorala 
Plot. Street No. 4. Rajkot, Gujarat, a contesting candi- 
date for the election held in March, 1971 to the House 
of the People from 3-Rajkot constituency, has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses in the 
manner as required bv the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951, and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, eyen after due 
notices, has not given anv reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 
failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of scclion 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 


said Shri Kanji Bhikhabhai Dafda to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being, a member of either 
House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly 
or Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No, GJ-HP/3/71.] 

57%+ 

*r£F7cfa,6 NHlf, 197 2 

r**r° fa° 2 71 4. — 77:, F+HTT TT+fT 77 777177 
fa 77T | f% 7T7, 1971 7% fnr 7%+ 771 + f L* pT7?7T 
% fair 3— TT+far Fd+V+d % 77T7 77% 71% T*fa?7T7 

N5 

mV +fa fav+FTlf 7T77T, *7 fa*T7T c Tt7. fafa 7 o 4. 
Turn?, 777r7, 7fa TfTfTfSTR fafafapT, 19 51 77T 

77fa747Tr*7C*f777fal*T falFST7*%F7 7 77% F*r7 r r77 
3Wf 77 HiJI 7ffa7 +7% % 5T7T7 *% ?.] 

nVT, 77:, 747 7*fa77T7 %, 7% 7*7+1 ^77T f+% 
7T% T* fa, 77%V ^7 M7T77T % f+rr spTf + 7 tot 5T+4T 
pTRV+TH 7ffV f+TT t; 77T fd7?77 57717 47 7? %V 
7*77R +% 77T | f% 7*7fr 7T7 ^7 777 77T % far* 

77fal 47P7 7T *717lfa v 7 T^f t t 

517 77, 747 Tfaf+TT 4% 71*7 1 0-41 % 5M7'*7 7 

fd+far 51T7V7 rrT^xnr 777 mv +%t% tittt 41 % 

777 f%*fV %V 777 % 7T fafv *7^7 f 47.7 771 51+ IT 
f%7T7 fffaTv % 77*7 ^% 7T% ifa* ?t% % fa**, £7 5ITfa 
2ft TTLfa 7 far 7% 4% 4H7T4fj % faff fT*f>7 faf+T 
+*71 | I 

++o-7fo 7 J / 3/' 7 l] 
New Delhi, the 26 th July 1972 

S.O. 2719.— Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that Shri Kaki Lakshma Reddy resident ol 
Bopparam (V) Post Epoor (Via) Thimmapur Suijmpet 
taluq, a contesting candidate for the general election 
to the House of the People from 41. Miryalguda con- 
stituency, held in March, 1971 has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules 
made thereunder; 

And whereas, the said candidate even after due 
notices has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure; and the Election Commission is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for suen 
failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Kaki Lakshma Reddy to be disqualified for 
being chosen as, and for being, a member of eithc 1 ’ 
House ol Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a State for a period of three 
years from the date of this order. 

[No. AP-HP/41/71.] 
Tffefat 26 777f, 1972 

T*7o 5%o 2719 — +7-', f%7?77 yi'fal 47 77I7T7 
fa *TTT £ f+ 7T%, 1971 % % 

fafarr % far p 4 l-fa+F-mr Ft+Nh efa 7 
^777 *r?% tft 7**farrrr fa 474 % nefa 
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^qfr, PttttT qrqRrq (v), qr° £37 (mqr) qrqrqr, 
Tr^T, HR qfafqfacq srfafqqq, 1951 T«TT 
cT^sflT qqr 7 qq f'Ttrm STR TrYfaq TTHT fqqfqq sqq't TT 
tt§ hY hr tiPth toh a mw^i R f ; 

wrk, ITT: HTT qTOYqqR A, TO qrqri g^TT<t frq TOT 
TT «ft, TT'TqY TO 5FTTTTT T> faq TRW SHTOT TO^Y- 
TR°T q^Y faqi f J TTT fqqfqq TTrTtT TT qq ft THTTOTT 
^Y qqr % 1% TO% TTTT TO TTTTTTT T faq TOf TqflT TR'fi 
qr TOq'lfqW mff #, 

qq:, qq, TOT qfqfaqq T?Y 8TRT 1 0-W %■ mjqRT R 
fqqrqq TrrqTT qqqsTm tot «YY tttYY wtot trfr to qq^ 

% faffT TO HTO % qr fTOfY TEST WY fqtTFT TTOT T^TT fWTT 
Tfcq^ % qqWT ^ WTO qYq (jfa 7 faq sq^T tY qr<fa 
q qYq qf t 5Y TTOrrqfq % faq fqqfeq qtfqq toto 1 1 

[q° mo qT°/ 41 / 7 l] 


New Delhi , the 27th July 1972 

S.O, 2720. — Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisiied tnat Shri Sivalingana Gowdu, Chlnna 
Thumbalam Post and Village, Adoni taluk (Andhra 
Pradesh), a contesting candidate for General election 
to the House of the People from 2G-Kurnool con- 
stituency, held in 1971 has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses as required by the Representa- 
tion of the People Act, 1951, and the Rules made there- 
under; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due 
notices has not given any reason or explanation for 
the failure and the Election Commission Is satisfied 
that he has no good reason or justification for such 
failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
said Shri Sivalingana Gowdu be disqualified for being 
chosen as, and for being, a member of either House of 
Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla- 
tive Council of a State for a period of three years 
from the date of this order. 

[No. AP-HP/26/71.] 
qffovff, 2 7 7[TTf, 1972 

qqo mo 2 72 0 . — qq:, fqqfqq mmq tit mmnr qY 
qqr | fa 197 1 A <fq hep *htt % faq faqfqq % fan; 
26 -THqq fdTiTT tffa A qqrq WTO qfa RqYqqR Wf 
fqqrfaqqr qroy, tto faro ^htr, qm qr'far tthtt 
(tort qfw) hr qfqfqfqrq qfqfaqq, 1951 qqr 
qfarq qqTq qq qqq't qnr ?fafaq tttT fqqrqq mrf 
tit ttt£ mar rnfaw trY r wtot 

Tfrr, qq:, tot qroiqqR q to q*qrr ^ttt faq wfa 
qq tfY, mrffr to tottott % The Tfrt trh tt^tt pt^- 
ttzh fam t ; qm fqrrqq mmq tit m m tout ?fr 
qqr % fai rt% tttt ¥R wthtt % t^t^ Tq^q ttrt 
qr rqrq”Hmq q^r t, 


mr, vt, itt qfarqqR t ?1 nrt 1 o-t % qdRTO f r 
fqqfqq mqrq qqqqrrr qqq m famfmiqr tthi; m 
% frqfr qr q?q % qr famt TE?q mt fwrq qqr qw fqarq 
qfaq? % RRq q[q qrq ?fk 5 'Tq % fair, m%rr Tt qrtfar 
tr rftq qq tY Tipqiqfq tt faq fqq%r qifqq thrt % 1 

[qo m° qo/Htoqo/ 26 / 71 ] 
New Delhi, the 3rd August 1972 

S.O. 2721, — Whereas Shrimatj Puranam VidyudvalU 
Sastry resident of 23/375, Fort Road, Machilipatnam, 
a contesting candidate for general election to the House 
of the People from 14-Machilipatnam constituency, held 
in March, 1971, was disqualified by the Election Com- 
mission vide its Order No. AP-HP/14/71, dated the 
18th April, 1972, under section 10A of the Representa- 
tion of the People Act, 1951 for the failure to lodge 
the account of her e ection expenses In the manner 
required by the said Act and the Rules made there- 
under; 

And whereas the said Shrimati Puranam Vidyudvalli 
Sastry has now submitted a representation to the 
Election Commission for the removal of the disqualifica- 
tion imposed on her, giving reasons for her failure to 
lodge the account in the manner required by law and 
has also since submitted an account duly supported 
by relevant vouchers; 

And whereas the Election Commission is satisfied 
that Shrimati Puranam VidyudvaUi Sastry had suffi- 
cient reasons for such default and that the account of 
election expenses now submitted by her is In the 
manner required by law; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by section 11 of the said Act, the Election Commission 
hereby reduces the period of disquaTftcation Imposed 
on her to the period of disqualification already suffered 
by her and removes the disqualification for the un- 
explred period with immediate effect. 

[No. AP-HP/14/71.] 
By Order, 

V. NAGASUBRAMANIAN, Secy, 

qf fqrqt, 3 mrpq, 1972 

ttr o ^fr o 2 72 1 . — qq:, qfa qm % faq qnY, 1971 
it f q qrOTTO fqqtqq it 1 4 qwfrqqq ffarfaq £tr % 
farfaq qrq mfr mmff, 23/375, TR fir, qtfaY- 
qqqq R fqqrq’f Nram 'rpto fajqqfaY wHqr nfa 
qfqfqfmq qfvfqqq, 1951 tt mm iot % mfaq 
fqqYqq wqlq qrm qrq qfafqqq qm qqiffq 
qqrq qq fqqqT 3 rt qqferq frfa Sr ret fqqfaq sqqf 
qq qiqr qrf'jq trt q % ttri fq <f^q 

Tip fr q$ qr qfeq thtt mfq qo ^0 qo-?fto 
qo/14/71, TRFT 18 1972; 

ttV 7- qq:, qq qqq mYqqY TTTHq; fq*jqqTqY fitpYY % 
Tirf fqqfqq rvt tt fan fqfv ttr qffaq frfq q 
th% q mrqr srqTvqqT % tit to qqiq ^q qq qq mfafYfqq 
fqrfqr t^Y rtt % faq fqqtqq qrqtq tt qr? mfqrqqq 
fqqr t; qYr qfa ijqqq qTTqrf bttt qrqrT isv q qqfqq 
%ttt fY qqjq th fen 
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srk TT , f<TT? TT mOTT TT RiTrtTrd TTr % f F 
STfacft 'JTT'UT fatJTTFefr % 9TT 3TTTTT % f-TT 

'TTf’TT Tm 5Tk g-pf ITT TEJT fw W farf’TT 
sq-ifr tt Srur fafu sft tf^tt % £ ; 

ITT:, ITT, TTT TTHt^TT %[ ETTO 1 1 TFTTTFT SlfTTSTl 
TT T<ftT TTfT ft, ffTrTT TTFU'!, rr^jpT ^ TT nfsT- 

frfTT farferr TPTrrfsi ttttt tttI tttt t frufl 

T^T f \ TTfT TT T%[ £ IT> TFTTfTFT TTFTTTftf % fair 
'TIT Pi T^dT djOT [j2T TTT ^ I 

[rfo If,o TTo-jflo JTo/14/71] 

itt^t ¥r, 

afro TFT'JTiT'HTT, TTpTT I 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND CHEMICALS 

New Delhi, the 30th August 1972 

S.O. 2722 .In exercise of the powers conferred by 

section 3 of the Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (80 
of 1952) and all other powers hereunto enabling, the 
Central Government hereby directs that in the resolu- 
tion of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Chemicals and Mines and Metals (De- 
partment of Petroleum) No. 28(11 )/70-OR dated the 
22nd August, 1970, as subsequently amended, for para- 
graph 4, the following paragraph shall be substituted, 
namely; — 

“ 4 . The Commission will submit its report by the 
31st day of August, 1973," 

| No, 28(19) /72-OR.] 
P. K. DAVE, Addl. Secy. 

'TJtrTTT nV RTTFTT 

30 5FTTT, 197 2 

TTTTolfto 2 722. — Tt’T VTTFT nftlPpHT, 195 2 ( 1 952 

*PT 60 ) % gw- 3 im 5TTT urfawf TT SHIFT jrrr Fpqr 

TTCTTl R (5TTT) RIFT TRT TrfTTTT TT WTT RTF 
FCt f rr, %^T ttGER mr^pT fdT%T T f% RFF *RTTT 
% cPTT FTFTT TT^ ’TFT TTT tTFJ *FTFFT (^T- 

f%iBT PHUT) % RIFT R’s’TT 2 8 ( 1 1 ) 70-sft HTT f%TTT 
2 2 HITT, 19 7 0 %, fTRTR RRFJRF]; R7TT?TR f%RT RRT RT, 
4WTT 4 % FTTR IT PtttPtPtT TTTHTTj VfFRTFTR f%RT 
TirtTr, iftPi; : — 

"4- HTTtT TTFft fufr£ 31 If TFT, 1973 RF 
RFp t'THT l” 

[R<3TT 28 ( 19)/7 2-Tl° HTTo] 

FTITo TR, HT T RfaR I 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 4th August 1972 

S.O. 2723. — In pursuance of clause (1) of article 239 
of the Constitution, the President hereby directs that 
the Administrators (whether known as the Lieuten- 
ant Governor, the Chief Commissioner or the Admin- 
istrator) of the Union territories of Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands, Chandigarh, Dadra and Nagar Haveli, 
Delhi, Goa. Daman and Diu, Laccadive, Minicoy and 
Amlndivi Islands and Pondicherry shall, subject to 
the control of the President and within their respec- 
tive territories, exercise the powers and discharge the 
functions of the appropriate Government under sec- 
tion 401 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1878 (5 
of 1898) in respect of remission of sentence of impri- 
sonment in connection with the Twenty-fifth Anni- 
versary Celebrations of India’s Independence. 

[No. F. 2/23/71-GP A. II.] 
AMAR SINGH, Dy. Secy, 
RT RTPFT 

di fT'ft, 4 TUTFT, 197 2 

TT 0 TTT 0 27' 3. — •TTRqf-T, RfamR%5FJ’#T 2 39, 

( 1 ) % TTTW *T RRTTFT ffiTW f f% RFNTTR 
RV fdTKF ftORljT, RR#FT?, REFT TT^ RIRT ftfi, 
fT’-fi, RTF, RRR FtT Rfa, T-TTpfiT, fEfRTTR HT TT*fTT- 
TiRT fiT RRIT TfV 3 " 'TT a fr%’T % TT trT Wlf % TTIUTT 
(tt# TT U^TTIT, TdT HTTTT T1 TTirTT % TFT R ?fr,T 
ft) TT^TfiT % f'TFTTTtfFT TF HTT-IT'TT F^TUTTr % 
RtTTr, TRT T^FTTl % T=5T>TTt TTfTT TTTTT?T % 
RF^tT ^ TT ’TTTT % T>TTT-T % % dTT T Tf-P Tl 

TffeTT, 1 8 9 8 ( 1 8 9 8 TT 5 ) Tf TUr 401% TT'JrT RFfTT 
TD-TTF %r tlfTTTT TT TTFl T t T TF flcff TT fdfTT 
Tt<T I 

[^0 TT> 2/2 3/7 1— jft’o'ft otTo— H J 
IPTT f%/, T'T Tf-dT I 


MINISTRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE 
(Department of Justice) 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 271 h July 1972 

S.O. 2724. — Notice is hereby given by the Compet- 
ent Authority in pursuance of rule 6 of the Notaries 
Rules, 1956, that application has been made to the 
said Authority, under rute 4 of the said Rules, by 
Shri K. J. Khambata. Advocate, Raiab Mahal, 144, 
Queen’s Road, Bombay-20 for appointment as a Notary 
to practise in the whole of India. 

2. Any objection to the appointment of the said 
person as a Notary may be submitted in writing to 
the undersigned within fourteen days of the publica- 
tion of this Notice. 

[No. F. 22/21 /72-Jus.] 

K. T. TITYAGARAJAN, 
Competent Authority and Dy. Secy, 
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fafir 'RET RRTRR 
( ; RTR f%RTR) 

RtfeR 

R§f%?eft, 27 RRT*, 197 2 
rrrf 0 iff 0 27 24. — -?ff% TUT, TST TRT’JpJi fRRR 

(Rreukr^r), 1956% fa'Ttr ejft^FjRn;, r«jk snfuTTff 

snr g^Frr Rf ^rra% | f% trr snfsFFik %t ^ %o %o 
^TST, c rg%|%d TTRR R?Ur, 1 44 7T?, TPT^-20 % 

trr fwff % f%nr 4 % srsrk rur % %rt jpttt* 
(it? ft) jrr sfrfR ttr %t f%ff%r % f%% stirtr-tr rrt 
I i 


rsr affair %r im smrm: % wf % fRErfad % rk t 
Efa %it qTTftTTt rt # Rifaff % ar^pxfvrrr ?tr % 
to % SETT Rt% §TRT«STT RR 

fcfa RTR I 


[hsrt 22/21/7 1 — ^rftJ 

%° cRTRURR, 
,Tm 9TfvjTT7r cT«TI TT RpRR I 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY PLANNING 
(Department of Health) 

Neut Delhi, the 28 th Auausl 1972 

S.O. 2725. — The following draff of certain rules fur- 
ther to amend the Drugs and Consmetics Buies, 1945, 
which the Central Government proposes to make, 
after consultation with the Drugs Technical Advisory 
Board, in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 
12 and 33 of the Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (23 of 
1940), is published, as required by the said sections 
for the information of all persons likely to be alleeted 
thereby and notice is hereby given that the said draft 
will be taken into consideration after the expiry of 
THREE months irom the date of publication of this 
notification in the Official Gazette. 

2. Any objection or suggestions which may be received 
from any person with respect to the said draft before the 
expiry of the period so specified will be considered by 
the Central Government. 

Draft Rules 

1. These rules may be called the Drugs and Cosme- 
tics (Amendment) Rules, 1972. 

2. In the Drugs and Cosmetics Rules, 1945: — 

(i) after rule 126- A, the following rule shall he in- 
serted namely: — 

“126-B Standards for Petroleum. Jelly 

The standards for Petroleum Jelly, White and Yel- 
low, shall, in addition to complying with the standards 
set out in the Second Schedule to the Act, be 
those standards as laid down In Schedule FF (1)”. 


(ii) after Schedule FF, the following Schedule shall 
be Inserted, namely: — 


“ Schedule FF (i) 

(See Rule I26-B)i 

ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR PETROLEUMS 
JELLY 


(i) Kinematic Viscosity 


(ii; Consistency 


(tii; Lightjabsorption 


At 93 c C, not less than 7-4 centi- 
stokes as determined by Me- 
thod P : 25 of the Indian Stan- 
dard “Methods of Test for 
Petroleum and its products” 
IS : 1448 (Part-I)— 1961. 

too'to 275, aa determined by 
Method A-13 of the Indan 
Standard “Specifications for Pe- 
troleum Jelly for Cosmetics In- 
dustry”, IS : 4887-1968. 

Extinction of a 1-cm, layer of u 
0-1 per centw/v solution in 
trimethylpentane, at 290 ml. 
not greater than 1 ■ o in ease of 
White Petroleum Jelly, and not 
greater than 1-5 in cnee of 
Yellow Petroleum Jelly”. 

I No. x-11013/6/72-D.J 


RAMESH BAHADUR, Under Secy. 


FRTKir RlT TfURT fRRT3R RRltytT 
f'RRTR) 

Rf fcwff, 2 8 SPlTcl, 1972 

tTR o7t|o 2725. — RTTat Tlfa UfT.UT RUftfr fRRR, 1945 
it tflifTSR it fijrr TfrTTT fRJpfr 4T fRUrffaffacT 
trim, farcr %fa%r rtttt, fafafer mr strihr frunft srfa- 
Prut i 940 ( 1940 rt 23) %Vetrt i2Rk 33 jm stru 
srfaRRT tt jttft tut fv, sffafa RRiRfaft iti 

% TOROT % T9RTTT, RRFf JpV RtyTPT-Ti TTTft f, Rtfr 
aRfacPlf %f f%R%t JITT WrfdU RTRTiR 

FTfHTTTCt % fUF, RRR RTWf %t NjCTFTTiT TTTfsTtf f%RT 
RIRT t whe FTJSrrr Rfl gNRT it REft I f% RRif 3TFT tyr, 
TTSpR if RrugRdT % THRIFT Rlffa % tf%T RUT 
RRUR %r?r % TRTR; fTRTT f%RT RTrrtTT | 

2. EfT ^STTRT RT, fat T'fd 5URJ % RKpR 

% f%Ht TTTJ tyTftT % IRTtyR ^ 

^ 4^vi STRel t TOR 3RT f%TTT f%TT 'STIR 4 f | 
91^9 fdq-H 

1 . TT fRUff TT RUT cfh; TBTRd Rrnfl (rviJ- 
RR) f%RR, 19 72 5>RT I 

2. sfRrfV wk RirrsrR rtrrV fRTur, 1945 % 

( 1 ) f%RR 1 2 6-T % 9VRTR, fRt-RpRpa R fRUT 

5FcT. ?RTf%T fRRT 5TTT7RT, 1 — 

‘ 1 2 6-RT % fHtr RTR^ 




srfgfRTR frftR Jf R'TRfRR RTRiJf ^ rr- 
rtrr rr! %■ rtr-rir, t?rr rVt "ftcr ^>- 
fRRR 5j-?wt % fsrcj rtrr t rrr $t*f Rt 
rr^rt rr (j) Jr ^rffj^fsT5T t i 

(ii) rr ^ srjg^ft 

Wr<r. ssrrfafT qft arrqjfV, *r*rTcr : — 

"«r^^ ^ (i) 


(2) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation Sub- 
District Garage, Neyyathinkara, 

(3) Kerala State Road Transport, Boat Building 
Yard, Perumanoor, 

(4) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation, City 
Garage, Trivandrum. 

(5) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation, 
Central Works, Pappanamcode, 'Trivandrum- 
18. 

(8) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation, Dis- 
trict Garage- and Workshop, Pulamon, Katta- 
rakkara, 


(Pftpr 1 26 -tsr 


(7) Kerala State Roa*l Transport Corporation, Cen- 
tral District Garage, Thampanoor, Trivandrum. 


1-^lfRRR % f5T(r RfrPm TlTP 


(8) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation, 
District Garage, Kottayam. 


(1) nfa s?RrRRT 93° RStite RT, aft t£it 7.4 

fiztez fa it rr r$t % tTr rttrV 
RTRR ‘RjtfRRR Rfa RR% 
RRTTR % fspj qrYcfPT T^Rt” 
RTo RTo : 1448 (RBI l)- 
1961 rV R^fR Rt : 25 ITO 
WRRTfTR faR RT<J I 

(2) rtrtrr looir 2 75 RRr,RtRTCRVRRiRR : ' 

"sthtstt ffnnft R^ftR % 

^tfaRR $p5ff % )%r 

RTo Rf 0 4887-1968 Rft 

TCfci tj-13 Tin RRsrtffa 
,f%TT arrt^ 1 

(3) r-r rrrirr 1. tfRt R?r fawtT, £t*JrfR$r^R 

if O. 1 RffiRR risj/r! Rfa 
RfV TTR, 290 fRo Rt° RT, R> 
RjtfRRR r"?rT irr <?srr Jf 
1 . 0 R iJFfR R 5>fft Rk Rfa 
RjTfRRR fft RRT Jf 1.5 
it ^fn: r jfat 1" 

[Ro rro t^rr— 110 13/6/72— wt ° ] 

tJtr Rifrjr, rrt rTRr I 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND REHABILITATION 

(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 22nd July 1972. 

S.O. 2726.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 73F of the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 
1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notifica- 
tion of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department 
of Labour and Employment) No. S.O. 3090 dated the 
3rd September, 1971 the Central Government having 
regard to the location of the factories, namely: — 

(1) Kerala State Road Transport Corporation 
Garage, Quilon District, 


in areas in which the provisions of Chapter IV and 
V of the said Act are in force, hereby exempts the 
said factories from the payment of the employer's spe- 
cial contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said 
Act for a further period of one year with effect from 
the 2nd April, 1972 upto and inclusive of the 1st April, 
1973. 

[No. F. S. 38014/8/71-HI.] 

RR tfa JR’rfR RRTRR 

(RR tforfaRTC fRRTR) 

Rf fcSsft, 22 3JRT$, 1972 

RRo r« 2726- — RRRTfl' TTRR aftRT Wf afRRR , 
1948 (1948 Rfr 34) RRf 73R STTT STTR fllfarRf 

rr tpftn sprit gtT, art rrr rrrtt % sir, ffaRrr trk 

RrputR RRIRR (RR flfa TtRRTT faRTR) # Rft^pRT 
Ro qrro RTo 3690, RTfter 3 fddR<, 1971 % *FR 4 
%RftR RR6TT % fRRfRfefR snTWTRf «pt f)Jr 4, fRRJf 
RRR UfaPRRR % WRTR 4 tflT 5 % RUaftT f, 

RRfarfR ^ SRTR Ji T0TcT RRR RftrfRRR % STtRTR 
ST % RtftR d ^ M 6 u Fl r>i4) j|^T % IqsiR tTfRRTR % R^TR 
it 2 1972 iT 1 RRR, 1973 *fit RfiRfRR 

<PT% 1 eft *fbc RRftT% IrR ^ &, 

( 1 ) TIRR RRRi fRRR. RRR f^RlR 

(Vrt, 

( 2 ) TIRR RRRi RfTR^R fRRR, RRftp3T ilTW 
JrfRTfRTKT, 

(3) ^IRR RE^T qfr^R ^TRR, RR qfiR^R 
Ri4 “I IBT, ^RRRjT, 

(4) T1RR RR«6 RfTR|R fRRR, RRT JtTR, 
fR^RTR, 

( 5 ) ^TR TTRR RfTR^JR fRRR, %RffR RitfvrTRT, 
TRTRTRWF, MRR- 18 , 

( 6) ^TR TPR RTR7 RfjR^R fRRR, f^TRTT R2TR tfk 
•pfRTRT, JRTRTR, IJIIWR, 
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(7) 7J3R RTR 'Tfcr^T fffRR, %Rtta fmi 

RTTR, RFTRjT, f, 

(8) ttw rs^t qfta^r ftaiR, tawr rtri, 
^^TIRR I 

[ir 0 TT C ITR -- 3 8 0 1 4 ( 8 ) / 7 1 ] 

S.O. 2727. — Whereas the Central Government was 
satisfied that Messrs Rajasthan Rope Works was situ- 
ated in Narnina area which was a sparse area (that 
is, an area whose insurable population was less than 
500) in the district of Jaipur in the State o f Rajasthan; 

And, whereas by virtue of its location in a sparse 
area the aforesaid factory was granted exemption 
from the payment of employer’s special contribution 
under section 73F of the Employees' State Insurance 
Act, 1048 (34 of 1948) until enforcement of the provi- 
sions of Chapter V of the Act in that area by the Cen- 
tral Government In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Ministry of Labour, Employment and 
Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employ- 
ment) No. S.O, 1421, dated the 12th April, 1967; 

And, whereas the Central Government Is satisfied 
that the Insurahle population of the Naraina area In 
the district of Jaipur In the State of Rajasthan has now 
exceeded 500, and It is no longer a sparse area; 

Now, the r efore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
bv section 73F nt the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 
1948 (34 of 1948L the Central Government hereby 
makes the fo'lowlng amendment in the said notifica- 
tion, namely:— 

In the Schedule to the said notification Serial No. 
and the entry relating thereto shall be omitted. 

[No. F. S. 38018/2/72-HI.j 
WTT O XT o 2727. — NR: RW* fit V? 

rtrotr rrt m fc ttrertr tW **£, thtrtr 
T ear % wit: fjf^r Jf RirnRi nr Jf ftaff ata, ftrerft 
Nrcifr arrar eta (Nvfa vrt eon famft «ftar star 
NiRfift 500 % >rr Rt) rt; 

icftr, nr: RRrit fmfr 5 $ Nnrpft % sta Jf NRltafa 
% trrern: vr rt+k % nr, 7 tarcr< VRRfa 
RRTRR (nr n't OyifiKtaHTR) w(VgRRT rf ° NT ° NT o 
1421, rrrftNT 12 N#R, 1967 STO TTR tfta 

NfsrfffRR, 1948 ( 1948 NT 34) 4^ S7TT 73N % Nlfta 

ftaiW % favta NfRmr % rttr % rr rn % ^ * 

«ftNRRN f% RR NftrfffRR % NNTFR 5 % R9VR RR 

tfta Jr vr%r Rff orta i 

Nk, HR: «Nta RW1T NT R$ RRTRTR ft RRT | fa 
TTRFRR TTJR % favl Jf’ RTORRT eta tftRT RRR 

RTefT^tRR 500 %R? nf NTRPft 

Rfutfer R^r t i 

SIR:, NR, qntartt TRR tftRT VfafR R F , 1948 ( 1948 

wr 34 ) qft am 73R mr van wfanit' m smta vnta 

gff RT4.K mr^TTT M Nftl^RRT ^ Nfa NTR 

fffRfafw RaftETR NT^t $, NRflJ: — 

aw RfR^RRT jf WR RNTT 2 tftT RR^ 

vtafeiit wt 5 et forr rt^tt i 

[tfo <510 «*Ro 38018(2)/72^o NTf »] 


8,0. 2728 — In exercise of the powers confered by 
section 73F of the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 
(34 of 1948), and In continuation of the notification 
of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employ- 
ment) No. S.O. 3057 dated the 31st July, 1971 the Cen- 
tral Government having regard to the location of the 
factory namely, Fertilizer Corporation of India 
Limited, Nangal Unit, Naya Nanga’. (Punjab) In an 
area in which the provisions of Chapters IV and V of 
the said Act are not In force, hereby, exempts the said 
factory from the payment of the employer's special 
contribution leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act 
for a further period of one year with effect from the 
21st August, 1972 upto and Inclusive of the 20th August, 
1973. 

[No. F. S. 38017/53/72-HI.] 


NToNTq 272 8— qntard TTFT sflRT NfsrfffRR, 
1948 (1948 nt 34 ) qft ottt 73 R stu mm rTtirIt 
nt vota Nta ^ Nta rttr rtnr nr n\t >jmrfR itaTRR 
(nr iftr fnr’TR famm) ^ Nfmjmrr #0 tto nto 
3057 RTfmr 31 ^Rlf, 1971 % RR Jf ^?ta R TT TT 
WTR^RR NTTi ^fw tafRES, RRR TffRE, RRT 
RRR ( 1 4 ) RIRT Jf, HW 

RftrffiRR % NWIR 4 nV?: 5 % RWR VTR ffjff NRflRta 
qit STIR Jf Uta 5R RRff Tl R R NftlfRRR % 

R’RTR s — rt % smta R^vmifta ftattaq: % farata wfwm 

%R7TR 21 RRTR, 197 2 ?I 2 0 RRCT, 197 3 rW fRRJf 
faff RV RfcRtaR &, Ntc WTRRftr % fRT[ 
umpnrr yz ^ft $ i 

[Ro VRo IJR~38017(53)/72-Ifmr<] 


S.O. 2729. — In exereles of the powers conferred by 
section 73F of the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 
1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notifica- 
tion of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Labour and Rehabilitation, (Department of Labour 
and Employment) No. S.O. 3387, dated the 18 th August, 
1971 the Central Government having regard to the 
location of the factory namely, Government Press. 
Pondicherry, In an area In which the provisions of 
Chaptet IV and V of the said Act are In force, hereby 
exempts the said press from the payment of the em- 
ployer’s special contribution leviable under Chapter VA 
of the said Act for a further period of one year with 
effect from the 21 st July, 1972 upto and inclusive of 
the 20th J.uly, 1973. 

[No. S.-38017 (50) /72-HI.J 

WTo NT o” 2729. — «rntalfT TUT RlffT wftrfffRR, 
1948 (1948 VT 34) ^ RTTT 73R 5KT VTR VlP+dtff 
WT Vfftff ^tT sfta RTTR RGhK % NR tftr 
RRTRR (NR^TtaRKfRRTR) q5t Rfu^dl ifo RToRTo 
3367, RTf^ 18 NR?R, 1971 % V>R Jf RtRTR 

y ir i yr d f Wta RtwrtV TjmiRR, vtfV^fr, ^ Jf, 

taRJf RtR NtafffV R % RNTTR 4^5^ RR#R 5RJR |, 
qff RffffRpd Wt NTTR Jf ^ ^TR R.5RTHR RWT 
RtaffiRR % NNTTR 5* % NtfTR R!(R?^ta fd'fftaT % 
R 21 ^RTf, 1972 ?T 20 ^JRTf, 
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: 19 7 3 TV, faffT w, far fa fafcfafal t, ITT far fa fa 
scr^rffer % fan; rr^TprT fat I I 

[ Ro TIo TTtf 0 38017( 50)/72-I^T TITt] 

S.O. 2730. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 87 ot the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 1948 
(34 of 1948) and in continuation of the notification of 
the Government oi India in the Ministry of Labour 
and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Employ- 
ment) No. S.O. 531)0 dated the 4th November, 1971, the 
Central Government hereby exempts the Gauhatl In- 
stallation and Patna Installation of the India Oil Cor- 
poration Limited from all the provisions of the said 
Act for a further period of one year with effect from the 
28th .June, 1972 upto and inclusive of the 27th June, 
1972. 

[No. F. S. 38017/52/72-HI.] 
TToTffo 2730. — VffVTfa TRV fafa faaffafa 
1948 ( 1948 W 3 4) fa trm 87 3TTT SFTH fafafa TT 
fafa fat ? : r4T KTRcf TRTR % fa faRITT fa jvfar 
farm (enr fa fmrc ffam) fa srffajwr gw 

TTo mo 5300, mftw 4 WTT, 1971 % W 4, 

fafa farm faffafa % falfa farm- 

fa izffT farm fa m farffar % vqfaff 

JT 28 fa 1972 Jr 27 fa, 1973 fa ffaf fa ffa 
fa fafaffar t, fa fa fa fa mfa % fan; FfalfaT fa 
t l 

[fao TTo fao 38017(52)/72-fao fao] 

S.O. 2731. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 73F of the Employees’ State Insurance Act, 
1948 (34 of 1948), and in continuation of the notifica- 
tion of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department 
of Labour arid Emp'oyment) No. S.O. 3918 dated the 
18th September, 1971 the Central Government having 
regard to the location of the 12 M.G.D. Sewage Treat- 
ment Plant, Vasna, Ahmedabad in an area in which 
the provisions of Chapters IV and V of the said Act 
are not in force, hereby exempts the said plant from 
the payment of the employer’s special contribution 
leviable under Chapter VA of the said Act for a fur- 
ther period of one year with effect from the 15th 
July, 1972 upto and inclusive of the 14th July, 1973. 

[No. F. S. 3R017/67/72-HT.J 

tto fao 2731. — qnfarff farr faffarq, 

1948 ( 1948 TT 34) fa VKT 7 3V JUT Ufa urffafa 

*ft srfav far fa vm rtvr % m, ftwi fa 
fafar farm (m far ifwr ffanv) fa fargvvT 
tfo JfTTo *rro 3918 fata 18 fafHT, 1971 % W if 
fafta urnr 12 rtio fao fao fafar fadJfa fav, 
vevT HRrRwre, % far fa fa, fafar w vfvffapr % 

4 far 5 % mrvr infer v^f fafa fa &m 
Jr fa gv gqg cmz fa tft faffar % mm s-v % 
fav farrfar ffarfav % fafar farm % fan Jr; 

15 sjHTf, 1972 4 14 VVlf, 1973 (fafai fa far 
faiqfarf |) vr fa qtf fa far wfa % fa^ far^sTTT 
I 

[fao qTTo fao 38017(67)/72-fa°5nfo] 


Ne io Delhi, the 24 th July 1972 

S.O. 2732. — Whereas it appears to the Central Gov- 
ernment that the employer and the majority ol the 
employees In relation to the eslablls’nmeht known as 
Messrs Shroil's Engineering Private Limited S. No. G35, 
Kalali Road, Atladra District Baroda have agreed that 
the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Fund and 
Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should 
be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (4) of section 1 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby applies the provisions of 
the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall come into force on the Ihir- 
teeth day of April, 1972. 

[No. S, 35019 (40) /72-PF. II (i).] 
df ftfa, 24 vjTTlt, 1972 

dffo VTo 27 32. — fa: fa fata 

(flRT | fa 4 (fa yrrw faftfarffar arfar fafafar, pro 
Vo 8 3 5, vvfar fat, vrmraT fafa[TE, v4fa, vTtprr 
i c vrrv Jr fafaw vV qfaqrfaf r vffaqr tpt 
qr vfm fa fa ^ fa -i.'farfai fafaq fafa far q 1 '^ 

fafa vfafapfr, 1952 ( 1952 Tf 19) % VW TFT 
mFT fa NTT fair olfa VTfaT I 

mr., m, w fafafartr fa strt i fa vtrrt ( 4) 
gnrr srlfafa tt arfar Tfa fafar w 
vfaffaRr % Tqfar tft Rim fa nyrrarT nrt Tfat 

I 1 

vs 1 9 7 2 fa fan % fafar far fa tr^w 

fafa 1 

[4o n?To 3 5019( 40)/72-'tto tngo 2)(i)] 
New Delhi, the 20th September 1972 

S.O. 2733. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) o section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Govern- 
ment hereby appoints the 8 th day of October, 1972 as 
the date on which the provisions of Chapter IV (ex- 
cept section 44 and 45 which have already been brought 
into force) and Chapters V and VI [except sub-section 
(1) of section 76 and sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which 
have already been brought into force) of the said Act 
shall come into force in the following areas in the 
State of Andhra Pradesh, namely; — 

“The areas within the village of Padugupadu in 
Kevvur Taluk, Nellore District”. 

[No. S-38013 (11)/71-HI-II,] 
DALJIT SINGH, Under Secy. 

fa fafa, 26ffaHVT 1972 

qTToSTTo 27 33. — Tfafat TF^T faffT falffav, 1948 
( 1948 qv 34 ) fa trru 1 fa vqsrnr ( 3 ) sm srcrr 
il l ffafa TT fafa Tfa %ifaq UW W1T3KT 
1972 % vT 5 % far fa w ffrffa % w 4 fan qrfat 

| f fa r fa TFT fafafav % tR4FT 4 (STfa 44 far 45 

% ffam fa far avrr fa vt vfa I) far w 
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5 rto^g ('jm 76 Tt tooth ( 1) ?fk sm 77, 7 s, 
79 flfa 31 % fw TO ?t RRxT 4^ TO & ) 
% RRRTO TORtfel 7TOR % rdHfdfeff STTO R RRR 
■q VfcT : — 

‘ , %h'p; fer ^tirt torto Sr ttortr ret % torrr 
to% rft tot” 1 

|Ato4ttt-38oi3( ii)/7i-it^ mi] 

RTOffR ffe, TOTI RfffR 1 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 2 5th September 1972 

S.O. 2734. — Whereas Shri M. K. Das has been nomi- 
nated by the Indian Mining Association under clause 
<d) of sub-section (1) of section 12 of the Minos Act. 
1952 (35 of 1952) in place of Shri L L. D. Hughes who 
has resigned; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
b.v sub-section (I) of section 12 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby makes the following 
further amendment in the notification of the Govern- 
ment of India in the Late Ministry of Labour Employ- 
ment Noe S.O. 3933, dated the 22nd December, 1902, 
namely:- 

fn the said notification, under the heading, ‘Members’, 
for item (;i), the following item shall be substituted, 
namely: — 

“(3) Shri M. K. Das. Bengal Coal Co., Ltd., Giri- 
nlint colliery, P.O. Charanpur, District Bur- 
dwan, 

(Nominated by the Indian Mining Association 
under Clause (d) of section 12 (l))”. 

[No. V-22012/2 /72-MI.] 
R. KUNJITHAPADAM, Under Secy. 

(«PT RtTOTTO faWT) 

R# PfePT, 25 fWM/ 1972 

TO°TO° 2734. — RR: RTRTtR TOTR RRR eft t(R o (TRo 
TOR TO TOIR TO; feWT % % RTTR TO, TOR M Rif [fiRR, 

1 952 (1952TO 35) # TORT 1 2 *?V RTO1TOT (l) % 
NR (r) % RtffR RR° TOR ^ RTRfRfeR fen 

IT; 

toe, tot, rrr Rfinfem, 1952 tort 12 
rrrtrt ( 1 ) jtrt toto trfeTO to strir tori %^r 
TOR, ’RRR TOR % NR felRIR TOTtRR 

Rftt^TOTT RO TOO TOO 3933, TTlftW 22 feOTO , 


1 9 62 r feRferor tfe tor rnmr tt^tr TO?ft 

t, RR?R : — . 

tor nftrgRRi ir, "rtor” rItot % torrr, rr ( a) 

% RRTR TO fRRfrfeR TTO RlirRl, : — 

,f (3) NV 74° TO TOR, RRTR TOR - T, fcT 

fRfVfRR TTferfi, tototo ferr 

TORTff” I 

(tfTRI 12 ( 1 )% NTO (r) % Rife RTRfftR 
NRR RRR RFR RTRfRfeR ) I 

[Ro -fr-22 01 2/2/72-fe I] 
RTOo fsffRIRTOR, RRR RpRR I 


(Department of labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 27 th September 1972 

S.O. 2735. — The following draft of a Scheme further 
to amend the Visnkhapotnam Dock Workers (Regula- 
tion of Employment) Scheme. 1959 which the Central 
Government proposes to make in exercise of the powers 
conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Dock 
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Act, 1948 (9 of 
1948), is published as veuired by the said sub-section 
for the information of all persons likely to be affected 
thereby; and notice is hereby given that the said draft 
will be taken into consideration ater the expiry of one 
month from the date of publication of this notification 
in the official gazette. 

Any objections or suggestions which may be received 
from any person with respect to the said draft before 
the date so specified will be taken into consideration 
by the Central Government. 

Draft Scheme 

1. This Scheme may be called the Visakhapatnam 
Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) Amend- 
ment Scheme, 1972. 

2. In the Visakhapatnam Dock Workers (Regulation 
of Employment) Scheme, 1959 (hereinafter referred to 
as the said Scheme), in clause 3, after sub-clause (k), 
the following sub-dause shall be inserted, namely: — 

“(kk) “Personnel Officer’’ means the Personnel 
Officer appointed by the Board under clause 6.” 

3. In clause 6 of the said Scheme in the opening 
sentence for the words “such officers and servants”, 
the words "a Personnel Officer and such other Officers 
and servants” shall be substituted. 

4. After clause 12 of the said Scheme, the following 
clause shall be inserted, namely: — 

“12A. Personnel Officer. — The personnel officer 

shall assist the Deputy Chairman generally in 
the discharge of his duties and shall in parti- 
cular carry out the functions vested in him 
under clause 44 of the Scheme." 

5. (a) In clause 44 of the said Scheme (a) for sub- 
dause (1), the following sub-clause shall be substi- 
tuted, namely: — 

“(1) The Personnel Officer on receipt of informa- 
tion whether on a complaint or otherwise, that a regis- 
tered employer has failed to carry out the provisions 
1 of the Scheme may after investigating the matter, — • 

(i) give him a warning in writing; or 

(ii) where in his opinion, a higher penalty Is 
merilcd, he shall report the case to the Deputy 
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Chairman who may then cause such further 
investigation to be made as he may be deem 
fit and take any of the following steps as re- 
gards, that employer, that is to say, he may — 

(a) censure him and record the censure in his 
record sheet; or 

(b) subject to the approval of the Board and 
after one month’s notice In writing given 
to the registered employer, inform the 
Administrative Body that the name of the 
employer be removed from the employer’s 
register for such period as may be deter- 
mined by the Board or permanently in' case 
of a grave offence.” 


(b) In sub-clause (8) in the Table after item 1 
and the entries relating there the following item and 
entries shall be asserted, namely: — 


1 

2 

3 

“A. Personnel Officer. 

Clause 

Deputy Chair- 


44 

man or Chair- 



man." 


6. In clause 48 of the said Scheme, for sub-clause 
(1), the following sub-clause shall be substituted, 
namely: — 


"(1) (at A registered employer who Is aggreived 
by an order of the Personnel Officer under clause 44 
(11 fil may appeal to the Deputy Chairman whose 
order shall be final; 

(b) If a registered employer is aggrieved by an 
original order of the Deputy Chairman under clause 
44 01 (iil he may appeal to the Chairman. The order 
of the Chairman in respect of an appeal against an 
order under clause 44(1) (ii) (a) shall be final. In 
case of an appeal against an order under clause 44 
ill(ii) (b), the Chairman shall forthwith refer the 
matter to the Central Goernment. The Central Gove- 
rnment shall make such an order on the appeal as it 
thinks fit.” 

[No. V-15011/1/72-P&D.] 

( m tfk fNrnrc farm) 

*T$ 27 1972 

*TT° 2735 . — RfWlEifl'PTfib CT 

vt faPunH) ptffrr, 1959 ft sftr snft fttfrtpr <rrft % 

fid tup *PT Pn-ufiPan STPFT, fffft ffmT 

TR7 (farm tt f#ro) wfyfPR, 1948 

( 1948 «PT 9 ) 45V SKT 4 qft BHyiTT ( 1 ) 3TTT WT 

vifwftr w tnfftr Tzft ^ snnft qft jmnm qmfr t, 

OTTTT TRT iffff SlftfeR Bff ffftf 

% fm c* Tnftn ^ fud^i htt i4^ 

ftrr ft'RR $ ; sftr u <145 hi ijw giftf 

BTT W TT * TFJrra ft SHRI-f 4ft 

frrftor % Tnr qft ytnfd qr fruR f^rr -jituet i 

WT STTTT % ft qft ffB?? iff frftf RpRl 
ft wkttt fafftfere srcfft qft wfrr % srm 
am fwr fw him i 


TRR ?3ft'T 

1 . 'h per tt tr ttt 

( frftDfiT MiT fdPriffrd' ) ftftV-R PER, 1 9 7 2 % I 

2. fWNrq^dff ¥FE qRw (fftifDFT T1 fVfRTRT ) 

Rftff, 1959 (fftftRTft3ff% TW T RET PER E^TW 
ft) %■ mz 3 ft, TW (?) % 9WT 

tw? TfftRTrfTT fw teri, Tgftr — 

‘(s?) “qrrfftr fffREirf' ‘ft srtf am e % 
traftr Rw Trrfftffff pfftErfr TTfuftr 
ft i’ 

3. 3W PiftR % tarr e ft weor % rw ft "ftft 

fffsrrrrfr w ftqr "spaf % ptr "ngr ttPee fffyTrft 
ftk ftft RR wfsiTRV cTTT ftpE” 7TR TfrptfffR 
iffftft I 

4. peR % u<hr 1 2 % TW 4 faRfafer ^ 
tRT.WpR fw Ifbn, TT'n; : — 

" 1 2 T TrtftfT TfTTrfr’' : — TTfRE RRfrrft 
WWf Tft, BP% TTR1 % fdf ft ffTtTTTqff: 
ff^Pffff TW W frftTTT Tffft Rftff 
% JiP? 4 4% ffftR ftfl ipr fRf Tt WifTf 
qftTT l" 

5. dad Fqftff <a u f! 44 ft : — 

(47) BWR ( l) % BTTff IT fftRffffeff Bff- 

qioirfkl fw RIW/ : — 

" ( 1 ) qnfw sriwfV w ffft 

^lr fftwrr fr iff ?pw, qft sfffftr 
qr qft qftf fftftfjrqr piffr 

Bwftf qft wtfw qrft ft 

farTcT T^T RTRft ^ 

TTOf : — 

( I ) ffffafr ftffppfr ^tt ; gr 

( II ) w ft qftf wrfftr 
Trfdr ftt ftr R7 wrst ti 
TRft qft ftiff ^ft ?RT 

wp;iff ^ft It ^ft BT^qg- 
?ftr Tft re frfttirT sfrr 
ffwy % fftRfftfag TPf4Tf|iff 
ft ft 1 , ffdfci, — 

(v) Wift qf-cTw qrr g%gr ftfr 
?nft fffiftgtftg ft qlrfftRr 
^rfftfftf^r tt nftm, iff 
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(jy) tYt % jfttTtt % RERtffR RRT 

fffRFTF T>t 

Tr^-RPR RR ffffrR ?R Rr TTTTT 
TRTRfttff ftwi Rif tffl 

f% fffttRRT rt rtr ftRUrtf 

47 vf ji ed r ^T, *H ( r=t. dcfdY 

xrTffj % ftr; fjpTfr tit tft 
^E rrf% 4?r rrt rt rtrIt 
?FRTy % rtrr r j: RTRt rt if, 
ssT ftRT rttr 1 ” 

(w) ( s) R rfwt ir tit j 

tflr RRR RFrfRJT ifTfeir 
Rr tsfur farffPifaff tt tiU 
TfafFirr stf r: RrrfTT tt Rrurfr : — 


1 2 3 


'V. ^rfuT." TfsfTRr tTSZ 44 RRTERSiT RT HOTW’ 


6. RRcTUftR^ W 48 it RTSF!? ( l) % BRET <F 
f-H-Tf^fer rruft Tf^rrfTiT fen rtttrt, frIr •• — 

“(l) (t) TTfjTT RfSTRIPf % w 44(1) (i) * 
r mfR R ^rficr Rrrt Tft^pr 

fTTtTFT RRTSW RT RRlU RF TT%HT, 

ftwr rttr RfRiR rTrt ; 

(ST) f3HTE3T5,T % *R<F 44(1) (ll) % REftR JTH 

Rltu TFT Frftff RTtt --ft- fr-TTl ffftlRR; 
RSR4T TT SPft'T RF R%RT I 'RFT 4 1 
( 1 ) ( j;) (t) % wfta rtRf % famr sufm 
% rirri r nt'Ttfr rit rtfi Tfcrr ^Tfn i 
'rtt 44 (i)(ji) ( ? sr) % RtfiR ft# #Fr 

R> feRTB RRlRT % RTR% if RERST (pTR RTRR 
TT t#R TWIT TT ffffTF RpRT | t#R 
4K4*R R-O '1 T 7 " RRI RRiJRff RRTFT T# 'Hfrfl | l 

t# r 

[ffo V- 1 5 01 1/ 1/72-rr m>R tf] 

New DeLIu, the 30 th September, 1972 

8.0. 2736. — The following draft of a scheme further 
to amend the Kandla Dock Workers (Regulation of 
Employment) Sehemel969, which the Central Govern- 
ment proposes to make in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Dock 
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Act, 1948 is 
published as required by the said sub-section for the 
information of all persons likely to be affected there- 
by; and notice is hereby given that the said draft will 
be taken Into consideration after one month from the 
date of its publication in the official gazette. 


Any objections or suggestions which may be received 
from any person with respect to the said draft before 
the date so specified will be taken into consideration 
by the Central Government. 

Draft Scheme 

1. This Scheme may be called the Kandla Dock 
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Amendment 
Scheme, 1972. 

2. In clause 32 of the Kandla Dock Workers (Regu- 
lation of Employment) Scheme, 1969 (herein after 
referred to as the said Scheme), in sub-clause (3) for 
the existing Explanation the following Explanation 
shall be substituted, namely: — 

“Explanation — In this clause, a 'day’ shall mean 
one or more than one shift worked by a wor- 
ker on any day" 

3. In clause 35 of the said Scheme for the sentence 
"A worker detained for more than 2 hours shall be 
paid full wages inclusive of dearness allowance”, the 
following sentence shall be substituted, namely: — 

"Tf a worker is detained for more than two 
hours he shall be entitled to full wages in- 
clusive of dearness allowances subject to the 
condition that he will continue to be available 
throughout the shift and will accept such 
alternative employment as may offered by the 
Administrative Body.” 

[No. F. V-17012/3/71 P&D. | 

V. SANKARALINGAM, Under Secy. 

ffffcwft, 30fRRFF, 1972 

RTo 5CTU2736:— -TifC-fl RTF FRFTT (fffRRR Tf 
f#5TJR) U#R, 1969 R rV RUT RufttJR RFR t fair 
fTRfTflTT TTOT R#R, f#T %nf[R T1W, RTF FRFF 
(fffRtRR TT fafffWT) wfaf-BUr, 1 948 # ETRT 4 Tl 

TTtnrr ( i ) tut ttu uf-um tt inm 
% JTfsrm SRfft t, (TTffP.r TFT T^FTTfiTT, TTTffFT 
: T'fflfTff flff TTU STf^cFTr % fuir ttt^TTFT 

'jfpfl' I iTTT^TFr ^ FTcfV t f^T 

srrer ti Tr : TTfT tfttf it tttft ^ ftf^t 9U ^41 

hTR TU'TRT fffffTT f%ffT ^mrjyr I 

TTF ffffafiuF TFFT R 'TffcT TFT T TF h 
Tit FT?TT WF 5?TF, tt fTffl sfffTT t TFT , FT TT 
TFjtT TTFFF TFT ftffF fTTl TPITT I 

TT?T fthf 

T? TWffT «TT TittR: (fdttTT Tt ftfffTm) 
tHTff R TTfaT, 1972 TT R% ; fl I 

2. TTRRT TTT TRTF (fdtlTT RT fttriRd ) rtFl,, 

1969 (fffTT IM TFTRT RRR ^R^Vr RT^T RRT ^ ) 

T (RW 32 R, RRUTJ'J' ( 3) R fRTTRTR "RRtlRFu" % 
^RTff RT fRERfRiRTR "pTrtfjRFof' TfcRRTfRR fTRT RRTRT, 
RRfR : — 

“TFtyTUR : — TR RTF R RT 'fTR' R fRRfl TRTTR 
TFT fTR fTR RRT RT RT R rRt 
RT tf t TRR RTRRT trfRRff | l” 
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3 . % ^2 35 Jr , "2 *T£ % SfftTfi % 

Tt% ’TtT fjptfl’ ^ffiPTC 47T ffgffrf '4U 'jft 
stir ste^tT % z^lt it r^^rf^rf^fr arm fffsTFirfTcr 
f^prr qpqfa : — 

“%fk foot qnuinv qrr 2 uz r tiftm % far zm wirt 
I ?ft ^ sr m % ^sq-tfk fa rs 'jft Tift i? 

Z^1T?rVsr?TT'T ; Trrq-fq-4n-4 SP! qffJRicifr TURIR fen 

nfe tt T?r qfeir ru nfar 3 d q?r ^?r ZTfiT i 


jfe 0 d- 170 12/3/7 I “d r rr^ ft] 

«ft° ijTTCTiwT, wre rtrr 1 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the Zl'th September 1972 

S.O. 2737.— -In pursuance of section 17 of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2, 
Dhanbad, in the industrial dispute between the emp- 
loyers. in relation to the managemnet of Lakhimata 
Collieiy o£ Messrs J. K. Gorai and Company, Post 
Office Chirkunda, District Dhanbad and their work- 
men, which was received by the Central Government 
on the 22nd September, .1972. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS- 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), DHANBAD 

Present: 

Shri Nandagiri Venkata Rao, Presiding Officer. 

Reference No. 33 of 1971 

In the matter of an industrial dispute under S.lOO 
(di of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Lakhi- 
mata Colliery of Messrs J. K. Gorai and Com- 
pany, Post Office Chrkunda, District Dhanbad. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the employers. — Shri S, S. Mukher- 
jee, Advocate. 

On behalf of the workmen. — Shri N. Laik, Advo 
cate. 

State: Bihar. Industry: Coal. 

Dhanbad. 19t/i September, 1972 
AWARD 

The Central Government, being of opinion that an 
industrial dispute exists between the employers in re- 
lation to the management of Lakhimata colliery of 
Messrs J. K. Gorai and company Post Office, Chirkunda 
District Dhanbad and their workmen, by its order 
No. L2012(5)/71-LRII. dated 20th February, 1971 re- 
ferred to this Tribunal under Section ltHl) (d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication the dis- 
pute in respect of the matters specified In the schedule 
annexed thereto. The schedule is extracted below: 
Schedule 

“Whether the management of Lakhimata colliery 
of Messrs J. K. Gorai and company. Post Office 


Chirkunda, District Dhanbad was justified in 
not fixing the wages of Shri B. K. Chandra, 
Tleetrical Supervisor in the grade of Rs. 405- 
20-605-25-730 as per Coal Wage Board Award? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from what date?” 

2. Workmen as well as the employers filed their 
statement of demands. 

3. B. K. Chandra, the affected workman was appoint- 
ed as an electrical supervisor of Lakhimata colliery of 
tne employers in March, 1968 on a basic salary ol 
Rs. 350 per month and dearness allowance and bonus 
in addition. Subsequently he is working also in South 
Morraa colliery belonging to another employer on 
part time basis as a electrical supervisor on a consoli- 
dated monthly pay of Rs. 150. Thus he is working in 
two collieries. These facts arc not in dispute. Now 
the case of the workmen is that at the time of 
appointment the affected workman was assured by 
the management that when the recommendations oc 
Hie Central Wage Board for the Coal Mining Indus- 
try would be implemented in the colliery and when 
the scales of pay as per the recommendations would 
eel workman and that, as such he was entitled to the 
colliery the affected workman also would be placed in 
the scale of Rs. 405-20-605-25-730, that the employers 
have given the scales provided in Iho wage board 
recommendations to all the employees from March, 
1908 hut refused to give the above scale to the affect- 
ed workman and that, as such he was entitled to the 
above grade with retrospective effect. It is also 
pleaded that the affected workman Is an active 
member of the union and that the management had 
adopted an unfair practice in order to victimise him. 
The employers denied that they have implemented 
the wage board recommendations in the colliery or that 
the affected workman was given any assurance that he 
would be given the scale of pay as claimed by the 
workmen. The employers also took legal objections 
that no dispute was raised with them and that the 
affected workman was not a “workman” in view of 
the facts that he was a part time workman in the coll- 
iery and he was a supervisor drawing more then Rs. 
557/- as salary from both the colliries, The employei'3 
denied their knowledge that the affected workman 
was a member of any imion or that he was victimised. 
The workmen were represented by Shri N. Layak, 
Advocate and the employers by Shri S. S. Mukherjec, 
Advocate. On admission by the employers. Ext. W. 1 
to W. 3 for the workmen and on admission by the 
workmen, Exts. Ml to M5 for the employers were 
marked. On behalf of the workmen a witness was 
examined and Exts, W. 4 and W. 6 were marked. On 
behalf of the employers also a witness was examined 
and Exts. M5 and M7 were marked. 

4. The claim of the workmen that the affected work- 
man should be given the grade of 405-20-605-25-730 
with retrospective effect from March, 1968 is based 
upon two grounds. Firstly, the employers have im- 
plemented the wage board recommendations with effect 
from March, 1968 and as such the affected workman 
ought to have been given the grade as recommended 
by the wage board, Secondly, at the time of bis ap- 
pointment the affected workman was assured that he 
would be given the grade when the employers imple- 
mented the wage hoard recommendations and gave the 
grade and scales to other employees of the colliery. 
The employers have categorically denied that they had 
implemented the wage board recommendations in the 
colliery. The wage board recommendations have no 
statutory effect and as such their implementation is not 
binding on the employers unless there is a specific 
agreement or settlement. No such agreement or settle- 
ment is cither pleaded or proved. M.W. 1 has denied 
that the wage hoard recommendations are implemented 
in the colliery. M.W. 1 has also complained that he is 
also not paid his salary in accordance with the recom- 
mendations. The affected workman, WW. 1 has merely 
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stated that the wage board recommendations are im- 
plemented by the employers in the colliery. Against 
the pleading of the workmen he deposed that the reco- 
memendations were implemented Irom June or July, 
1968. Among the documents, Exts. W. 1 to W. 5 there 
is none referring even remotely to the implementa- 
tion of the wage board recommendations. No other 
workmen of the colliery is examined to prove the 
implementation. Thus, there is no scope to hold that 
the employers had either implemented the wage hoard 
recommendations or they were bound to implement 
them. It was pleaded on behalf of the workmen that 
at the time of his appointment the affected workman 
was promised that he would be given the grade in 
dispute when the employers gave the grades due to 
them as per the wage board recommendations. Even 
if it is assumed that there was any such assurance 
given to the aifccted workman, the employers were 
not bound to give the disputed grade to the affected 
workman as long as they did not choose to implement 
the wage board recommendations and give the due 
grades to other employees. Regarding this assurance 
also there is absolutely no evidence. The affected 
workman, WW. 1 has admitted that he has no written 
evidence to show that the employers had assured him 
to give the grade. There is no oral evidence to support 
his own oral testimony. Thus, both the grounds plead- 
ed by the workmen as basis for the claim should be 
rejected as not proved. In this view of the matter 
1 need not go into then other legal objection raised by 
the employers or into the question whether the affected 
workman was a part time employee of'Tfie colliery 
and if so, he is within the definition of a ‘workman - 
under S.2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Regarding victimisation also there is no evidence 
WW. 1 has conceded that he is only an ordinary mem- 
ber of the union and not even the office bearer. He 
did not speak even a word about the victimisation. 

5. As a result of the above discussion. I find that 
the management of Lakhimata colliery of Messrs J. K. 
Gorai and company, Post office Chirkunda, District 
Dhanbad was justified in not fixing the wages of the 
affected workman, B. K. Chandra, Electrical Super- 
visor in the grade of Rs. 405-20-605-25-730 as per the 
Coal Wage Board recommendations and consequently, 
he is not entitled to any relief. Tho award is made 
accordingly and submitted under Section 15 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

(Sd.) N. Venkata Rao, 
Presiding Officer. 

Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal, 
(No. 2), Dhanbad. 

[No. L-2012/5/71-LRII.] 

S.O. 2738, — In pursuance of section 17 of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the following Award 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Bombay in respect of a complaint under Section 33-A 
pf the said Act filed by Shri P. C. Kanungoc, cx- 
employee of the Central Bank of India, Bombay, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22nd September, 1972. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS- 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY 

Complaint No. CGIT-3 of 1969 

arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-42 of 1964 

Parties: 

Shri P. C. Kanungoc— Co?nplainant 
Vs. 

The Central Bank of India Ltd., Bombay — Opp. 

Party. 

Present: 

Shri A. T. Zambre, Presiding Officer. 


ju'I'LApances: 

For tiic complainant . — No appearance. 

for the opp: Party . — -Shri G. R. Shaikh, Assistant 
Law Oiticer. 

State: Maharashtra. Industry: Banking. 

Bombay, the 28th August , 1972 
AWARD 

This is a complaint made by one Shri P. C. Kanun- 
goe cx-employce of the Central Bank of India 
against the management under section 33-A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

2. The complainant was in the employ of the oppo- 
nent bank and. was working as a clerk at their 
Gorakhpur branch. He has alleged mat the bank has 
by its order dated Btli February 1968 discharged him 
Lorn service on the lindings of one Shri N. C. Adhi- 
kart, Internal Auditor. Under the provisions of the 
Bi- Partite Settlement he had preferred an appeal 
before Shri N. P. Gheyara Lite appellate authority 
nut ttie uppcul was dismissed and the applicants 
services were terminated but at this time industrial 
dispute Ref. No. 42/1964 between the management 
and. the employees was pending before this Tribunal. 
The management has not obtained approval of the 
Tribunal tor terminating the services and has thus 
contiavcned the provisions of section 33 of the' Indus- 
trial Disputes Act. Hence the complaint should be 
adjudicated and he should be reinstated. 

3. The bank has by their written statement denied 
tho allegations and has contended that the complain- 
ant was employed in tile bank from 1st July 1965 
and he was working as a clerk in the Gorakhpur 
branch, But he had committed misconduct of dis- 
honesty and fraudulently tiding to cause loss to the 
bank and there was a departmental enquiry and he 
was found to be guilty of that misconduct. His 
appeal was also dismissed. The bank hus further 
contended that the applicant was taken in employ- 
ment from 1st July 1965 and he was not a party to 
the industrial dispute. The industrial dispute re- 
ferred to was in respect of bonus- The reference was 
made on 31st Marcn 1964 that is before the appoint- 
ment of the complainant. He was not a party to the 
bonus dispute and the provisions of section 33(2) (b) 
were not applicable and there was no question of 
obtaining any approval. The complainant was re- 
presented by the U.F. Bank Employees federation 
from the beginning and the federation had filed the 
necessary authority. 

4. The complaint was pending and had to be 
adjourned tor various reasons. The U.P. Bank Em- 
ployees Federation has by its purshis, dated 22nd 
July 1972 requested inat the complaint should be 
treated as withdrawn. The original complaint has 
been signed by tlic applicant and was filed by the 
Generai Secretary of the U.P, Bank Employees Fede- 
ration. The Federation was representing the com- 
plainant and 3 S the complainant does not want to 
prosecute the complaint it shall have to be rejected. 
It is also clear from the written statement of the man- 
agement that the applicant was employed from 1st 
July 1965 and the complainant was not a party to the 
bonus dispute which was referred for adjudication on 
31st March 1964. Section 33 is not also applicable and 
the complaint is dismissed for want of prosecution. 

Hence my award accordingly. 

No order as to costs. 
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This award to bo submitted to the Central Govern- 
ment tor publication under section 1YA ot the indus- 
trial Disputes Act. 

(Sd.) A. T. Zameee, 
Presiding Officer. 

Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal. Bombay. 

[No. L.12025/36/72/LKI1I.] 
New Delhi , the 29th September 19 72 

S.O, 2739. — In pursuance ot section 17 of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 [IT ot laTij, tnc Genual 
Government hereby pubiisnes the following award 
ot the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Jabalpur, m the industrial dispute between the em- 
ployers in relation to the management or North 
Cmrimiri Colliery, Post Office Galuhpanl, District 
Burguja (Maanya Pradesh),, and tneir workmen, 
whicn was received by the Central Government on 
the 23rd September, 1972. 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT. 

JABALPUR 

Dated the 4th September 1972 

Present : 

Mr. Justice S. N. Katju, Presiding Officer. 

Case Ref. No. CGIT/LC(R) (23) of 1969 

[Notification No. l/2/(19-LRII(1) dated 2G-3-1969J 
Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of 
North Chirimiri Colliery of M/s United Col- 
lieries Ltd. P.O. Galahpam, Dislt. Surguja 
(M.P.) 

Versus 

Their workmen represented by Madhya Pradesh 
Colliery Workers Federation, Chirmiri, P.O., 
Chirimir, Distc. Surguja (M.P.). 

Appearances : 

For Employers — Sri P. S. Nair, Advocate. 

For Workmen — Sri Gulab Gupta, Advocate. 
Industry: Coal Mine. Distt. — Surguja (M.P.) 

AWARD 

A dispute having been arisen between the employ- 
ers of the North Chirimiri Colliery, District Surguja 
and their workmen with regard to the payment and 
quantum of Variable Dearness Allowance as per 
recommendations of the Wage Board for Coal Mining 
Industry with effect from 1 st of April 1968, a relcr- 
ence was made to this Tribunal under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Now the 
parties have resolved their dispute by a 'mutual 
settlement dated 31st August 1972 which has been 
duly signed by the representatives of the employers 
and the workmen and has been duly verified before 
me. I have persued the terms of the ' settlement 
which have been duly arrived at betweeh the par- 
ties. In my opinion they are fair and reasonable and 
have given satisfaction to both the employers as 
also the workmen. I therefore make my award in 
terms of the aforesaid settlement which has been 
arrived at between the parties and which shall form 
part of this award. 

(Sd.) S. N. Katju, 

4-9-1972. Presiding Officer. 


Memorandum of Settlement 

Parties: 

1 1: 

Employers in relation to the Management North 
Chirimiri Colliery Represented by;. — 

1. Shri Jitendr tt Kumar, Manager, North Chiri- 
miri Colliery, P.O, Galahpani (Surguja,) 
M.P. 

And 

Their workmen represented by Madhya Pradesh 
Colliery Workers’ Federation, Chirimiri through: 

1 . Shri Guiab Gupta, General Secretary. 

2. Shri Sahebraj Singh, President, North Chiri- 

miri Colliery Branch MPCWF, Chirimiri. 

3. Shri V. D. Dwevedi, Secretary, North Chiri- 

miri Colliery, Branch, MPCWF Chirimiri. 

Short Recital of the Case 

By an order dated 26th March 1969 the Govern- 
ment of India vide notification No. 1/2/69-LR1I- (i) 
referred the dispute regarding payment of variable 
Dearness Allowance as per recommendations of the 
Wage Board for Coal Mining Industry to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal Jabalpur for adju- 
dication. Subsequently parties entered into mutual 
settlement dated 3rd December 1969 and agreed 
thereunder that regarding the period prior to 1 st 
December 1969, tne parties would endeavour to 
narrow down thir differences and for the period 
from 1st October 1969 ; the rate of V.D.A. will be 
Ks. 1.29 per day. Now the matter is pending' before 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Jabal- 
pur. 

In the meantime, the General Secretary, MPCWF 
served a strike notice and demanded payment of 
V.D.A. at a rate of Rs. 2.13 per day w.e.f. 1st April 
1972. 

The parties met before the Regional Labour Com- 
missioner (C) Jabalpur and discussed the matter in 
dispute at length in various occasions viz. 10 th 
August 1972 at Chirimiri, on 19, 20 and 30th August 
1972 at Jabalpur. Without prejudice to the conten- 
tions of either parties stand, and in the interest of 
Industrial peace and good relations, the parties on 
31st August 1972 amicably resolved the matter per- 
taining to payment 0 # V.D.A. as per recommenda- 
tions of the wage Board w.e.f. 1st April 1968. 

Terms of Settlement 

1. The employers have agreed to pay to such 
workmen who were on the muster rolls between 1 st 
April 1968 to 30th September 1969 the sum of 
Rs. 33,463.86 (Rupees thirty three thousand four 
hundred sixty three and paise eighty six only) as 
arrears on V.D.A. to be distributed proportionate to 
the attendances scored in that period, by the res- 
pective workmen. 

2. The employers also agreed to pay to such 
workmen who were on muster rolls between 1 st 
August 1971 to 31st May 1972 the sum of Rs. 41,617.62 
(Forty one thousand six hundred seventeen and 
paise sixty two only) as arrears of V.D.A. to be 
also distributed proportionate to the attendance 
scored in this period by the respective workmen. 

3. It was further agreed that V.D.A. payable per 
day would be Rs. 2.13 per workman with effect from 
1st June 1972. 

4. In terms of 3 above the period 1st June 1972 to 
31st August 1972 since an amount of Rs. 1.29 ps. per 
day remains already paid as V.D.A., the balance pay- 
able as arrears would only be Re. 0.84 ps. per day per 
worker on roll during this period. 
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5. It is agreed that arrears payments as above would 
be effected within three months after the date of con- 
sent Award. 

6. It is agreed that the arrears payments will be 
kept open for a period of three months from the date 
of commencement of such payments. In case any 
workman for any reason does not avail of the arrears 
within the stipulated time the same would be deemed 
to have been forfeited and the same would be equally 
divided between the employers and the union for 
the purposes of welfare activities. 

7. It is also agreed that the parties would in future 
follow the recommendations of the Coal Wage Board 
with regards to V.D.A. as accepted by the Government. 

8. The parties have agreed this to be in full and 
final settlement of the dispute over V.D.A. or imple- 
mentation of the wage Board terms. 


9. The parties have agreed to bear their own ex- 
penses. 

10. It is further agreed that with effect from 1st 
September 1972 since V.D.A. agreed to be paid viz. 
Rs. 2.13 ps. per head per day happens to be in tune 
with the recommendations of the Wage Board the 
same shall be started payment through wage Registers 
straight away from that period. 

11. It is agreed that in view of this mutual settle- 
ment the parties would jointly pray the Hon’ble Tri- 
bunal for passing a consent Award in terms of this 
settlement. 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 

CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M.P.) 

Dated September 18th, 1972 

Present : 

Mr. Justice S. N. Katju , — Presiding Officer. 

Case Ref. No. CGIT/LC(R) (10) or 1969. 

(Notification No. 1/2/69-LRII, dated 12th March, 
1969). 

Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of New 
Chirimiri Ponri Hill Colliery, Post Office 
Chirimiri, District Surguja (M.P.). 

Versus 

Their workmen represented through the M.P. 
Colliery Workers Federation, Post Office Chiri- 
miri District Surguja (M.P.). 

Appearances : 

For employers. — 1. Sri P. S. Nair, Advocate. 

2. Sri G. Srinivasan, Technical Consultant of the 
Colliery. 

For workmen . — Sri Gulab Gupta, Advocate and 
General Secretary, Madhya Pradesh Colliery 
Workers’ Federation. 

2. Sri Hardeo Singh, President M. P. Koyala Maz- 
door Panchayat. 

iNDusTRy: Coal Mine. 

District: Surguja (M.P.). 

AWARD 
Part 11 


12. In view of the settlement the Union withdraws 


the strike notice. 

(Sd.) Jitendra Kumar. 
Verified before me. 

(Sd.) S. N. Katju. 
4-9-72. 

(Sd.) P. S. Nair. 

4-9-72. 

(Sd.) Gulab Gupta, 
4-9-72. 

Witnesses: — 

(I) (Sd.) Illegible. 

2. (Sd.) B. D. Kuldeef. 


Jabalpur 
Dated 31-8-72 


(Sd.) Gulab Gupta. 

31-8-72. 

(Sd.) Sahebraj Singh. 

(Sd ) V. D. Dwevedt. 
(No. 1/2/69-LRII- (i).] 


Part of A.V'nrd 
(Sd.) S. N. Katju, 

Presiding Officer. 
4-9-72. 


S.O. 2740. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 114 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal. Jabalpur, 
in the industrial disoute between the employers in 
relation to the North Chirimiri Collierv. Post, Office 
Galahpani, District Surguja (Madhva PradeshL and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 23rd September, 1972. 


A reference was made to this Tribunal on 17th March, 
1969. The dispute had been raised by the Madhya 
Pradesh Colliery Workers Federation. The latter was 
duly represented by Sri Gulab Gupta. It appears that 
there is a rival Union called, the M. P. Koyala Maz- 
door Panchayat. It made an application on 5th July, 
1972 praying to be impleaded as a party to this refer- 
ence. I allowed the application on the distinct under- 
standing that “the applicant will be treated as a party 
from the stage at which the case had then reached 
and will not delay proceedings by asking time for 
filing any written statetment or documents. The appli- 
cant will only be permitted to raise arguments on the 
date fixed for hearing.” It now appears that the dis- 
pute between the management and the workers as 
represented by the M.P. Colliery Workers Federation 
has been settled. An anplication dated 31st August, 
1972 has been made by the aforesaid parties for pass- 
ing an award in terms of the said settlement. The 
anplication states that the entire dispute between the 
parties has been amicablv settled out of Court and a 
copy of the settlement which has been duly signed by 
the parties is annexed to the application. I have 
pursued the terms of the aforesaid settlement. The 
representative of the M.P. Koyala Mazdoor Panchayat 
has challenged the aforesaid settlement. He has argued 
that the settlement is not fair to the workmen and 
therefore it should not be accepted. As mentioned 
above, durnig all the earlier period of the reference 
when it was before the Tribunal, the workers were 
dulv represented by the M.P. Collierv Workers Federa- 
tion and it was only on 5th July, 1972 that the M.P. 
Koyala Majdoor Panchavat entered into the arena. 
There is nothing to indicate as to bow the M.P. Colliery 
Workers Federation is incompetent to come to a fair 
settlement of the workers dispute with the manage- 
ment. 1 am not considering the claims of the rival 
Union for representing the workers. The fact, how- 
ever, remains that, it was the M.P. Collierv Workers 
Federation which had raised the dispute on behalf of 
the workmen and it was at their instance the 

reference was made to this Tribunal. I am, therefore, 
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not prepared to accept the objection of the M.P. Koyaia 
Mazaoor Panchayat at this belated stage. 1 have 
considered the terms of the settlement and they appear 
to be fair and reasonable. I make my award in terms 
of the aforesaid settlement which shall form nart of 
the award. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Sd.) S. N. Katju, 
Presiding Officer. 

18-9-72 

Annexure 

Memorandum of Settlement 

Parties : 

Representing Management. 

Shri G. Srinivasan, Technical Consultant, N.C.P.H. 

Colliery, Chirimiri. 

Representing workmen. 

M.P. Colliery Workers’ Federation (INTUC), 
Chirimiri 

1. Shri R. K. Malaviya, President. 

2. Shri Gulab Gupta. General Secretary. 

3. Shri R. M. Sen, Dy. Gen. Secretary. 

4. Shri B, P. Dubey, Secretary. 

Short Recital of the Case . 

On the matter of implementation of the Government 
accepted and unanimous terms of the Coal Wage Board 
there was strike in February 1969 sponsored by the 
MP O-’F- ; . Workers Federation and conciliation 
n'.V.< ■' 27th February, 1 969 remains entered 
i 'io Ik ■■■■vi ■'■:■ parties as a result of which the 

Government by their Notification No. S.O, 1124 of 
12th March, 1969 (Reference No. 1/2/69-LTII of that 
date) referred the matter of V.D.A. to adjudication 
by the Central Government Industrial Tribunal at 
Jabalpur. This Tribunal remained seized with this 
matter as their Reference CGIT/LC(R) (10)/69. 

In the interval, V.D.A. as per Wage Board recom- 
mendation rose upto Rs. 2.13 P. per day. To set this 
the union served another strike notice in July 1972 
on the employer as also on other neighbouring col- 
lieries. This matter was seized in conciliation oroceed- 
ings by the Regional Labour Commissioner (C), Jabal- 
pur before whom the parties sat and discussed at length 
in various occasions viz. 10th February. 1972 at Chiri- 
miri, on 19th, 20th and 30th August, 1972 at Jabalpur. 
Without prejudice to' the contention of either parties 
stand in the interest of industrial peace, the parties, 
on 31st August, 1972. have mutually agreed to arrive 
at the following compromise agreement on the terms 
suggested by the R.L.C. (C) Jabalpur and to jointly 
pray the Hon’ble Tribunal to pass a consent Award in 
terms of the settlement. 

Terms of Settlement. 

1. The employer have agreed to pay to such work- 
men who were on the muster rolls between 1st April. 
1968 to 30th September, 1969 the sum of Rs. '102,1.92-51P 
as arrears on V.D.A. to be distributed proportionate 
to the attendance scored in that period. 

2. The employers also agreed to pay to such work- 
men who were on the muster rolls between 1st August, 
1971 to 31st Mav. 1972 the sum of Rs. ]30. 707-01 P. 
as arrears on V.D.A. to be also distributed propor- 
tionate to the attendance scored in this period. 

3. It was further agreed that V.D.A. payable per 
day would be Rs 2.13 P. per workman with effect 

from 1st June, 1972. 

4. In terms 3 above for the period 1st June. 1972 to 
31st August. 1972 since an amount of Rs. 1.29 P. per 
dav remains already Paid as V.D.A. the ba’ance pay- 
able as arrears would onlv be Rs. 0.84 P. per day 
per worker on roll during this period. 


5. It is agreed that arrears payments as above would 
be effected within three months after the date of 

Consent Award. 

6. It is agreed that the arrears payment will be kept 
open for a period of three months from the date of 
commencement of such payment. In case any work- 
man for any reason does not avail of the arrears within 
the stipulated time the same would be deemed to have 
been forefeited and the same would be equally divided 
between the employers and the union for the purposes 
of Welfare activities. 

7. It is also agreed that the parties would follow for 
the future the recommendations of the Coal Wage 
Board with regard to V.D.A. as accepted by the 
Government. 

8. The parties have agreed this to be in full and 
final settlement of. the dispute over V.D.A. or imple- 
mentation of the Wage Board terms, 

9. The parties have agreed to bear their own 
expenses. 

10. It is further agreed that with effect from 1st 
September, 1972 since V.D.A. agreed to be paid viz. 
Rs. 2.13 P. per head per day happens to be in tune 
with the recommendations of the Wage Board the 
same shall be started payment through Wage Registers 
straight away from that period. 

11. The union has agreed to withdraw their strike 
notice in view of the settlement. 

Part of Award 

(Sd.) R. K. Malvxya, (Sd.) S. N. Katju, 

(Sd.) Gulab Gupta. Presiding Officer. 

(Sd.) G. Srinivasan. 18-9-72. 

(Sd ) B. M. Sen. 

(Sd.) B. P. Dubey. 

Witnesses: 

(1) (Sd.) Illegible. 

(2) (Sd.) Illegible. 

[No. 1/2/69-LRII- (ii) .] 


ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 4 th September 1972 

S.O. 2741.— -Whereas the Central Government is of 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the 
employers in relation to the management of Balihari 
Colliefy of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal Limited. Post 
Office Kusunda. District Dhanbad and their workmen 
in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule 
hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it 
desirable to refer the said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudi- 
cation to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
(No. 2). Dhanbad, constituted under section 7A of the 
said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of Bali- 
hari Colliery, Post Office Kusunda, District 
Dhanbad at present under the management of 
Messrs Bharat Coking Coal Limited, in stop- 
ping Sarvashri Ram Khelawan Bhuiyan, Su- 
desh Bhuiyan, Kanbaiya Bhuiyan, Tnloki 
Bhuiyan and Tetar Bhuiyan. Surface Tram- 
mers from work with effect from the 18th 
November, 1971, is justified? If not, to what 
relief are the workmen entitled?” 

[No. L/201.2/30/72-LRII.1 
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Neu; Delhi, the 29 th September 1972 

S.O. 2742.— -Whereas an industrial dispute exists 
between the management of East Kumardhubi Col- 
liery of Messrs Shree Shroe Lakshmi Narain Bhag- 
wan Trust, Post Office Chirkunda, District Dhanbad, 
(hereinafter referred to as the said Company) and 
their workmen represented by the Colliery Mazdoor 
Sangh (INTUC), Rajendra Path, Post Office Dhan- 
bad, District Dhanbad (hereinafter referred to as the 
union) ; 

And whereas the said company and the Union 
have by a written agreement in pursuance of the pro- 
visions of sub-section (1) of section 10A of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), agreed to refer 
the said dispute to arbitration of the persons men- 
tioned therein and a copy of the said arbitration 
agreement has been forwarded to the Central Gov- 
ernment; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision 
of sub-section (3) of section 10A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central Govern- 
ment. hereby publishes the said arbitration agreement 
which was received by it on the 14th September, 
1972. 


Agreement 

(Under section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947) 

Between 

The management of East. Kumardhubi Colliery of M/s. 
Shree Shree Lakshmi Narain Bhagwan Trust, 
P.O. Chirkunda, District Dhanbad, 
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And 

The workmen represented by Colliery Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC) Rajendra Path, Post/Distt. Dhanbad. 

It is hereby agreed between the parties to refer the 
following industrial dispute to the arbitration of Shri 

0. Maheepathi, Chief Industrial Relations and Per- 
sonnel, Bharat Coking Coal Limited, Vihar Building, 
P.O. Jharia, District Dhanbad. 

"Whether the demand of the Colliery Mazdoor 
Sangh, Rajendra Path, Dhanbad for employ- 
ment of the persons mentioned in Annexure- 
"A” annexed hereto in East Kumardhubi 
Colliery, P.O. Chirkunda, Distt, Dhanbad 
keeping in view of the settlement dated 4th 
March. 1972 and 17th May, 1972, between the 
management of East Kumardhubi Colliery 
and. their workmen represented by Colliery 
Mazdoor Sangh, Dhanbad is justified If so, 
to what re’ief the concerned persons are enti- 
tled?” 

The parties to the dispute are as follows: — 

1, Management of East Kumardhubi Colliery of 

M/s. Shree Shree Lakshmi Narain Bhagwan 
Trust, P.O. Chirkunda, Distt, Dhanbad. 

2. Workmen represented bv Colliery Mazdoor 

Sangh, Rajendra Path, Post/Distt. Dhanbad. 

Total number of workmen employed is 350 uporoxi- 
mately. 

Total number of workmen affected by the dispute 
is 440 Approx. 

We further agree that the decision of the arbitrator 
shall be binding on us. 

The arbitrator shall make his award within a period 
of six months from the date of signing the agreement 
or within such further time as is extended by mutual 
agreement between us in writing, In case the award 
is not made within the period of aforementioned, the 
reference to arbitration shall stand automatically can- 
celled and we shall be free to negotiating for fresh 
arbitration. 

Representing Employers Representing Workmen 

(Sd.) S. P. Singh, 
Secretary, 

Colliery Mazdoor Sangh. 

2/9/72. 

(Sd.) B. P. Dabhal, 

2/9/72. 

Chief Personnel Officer, 

East Kumardhubi Colliery. 

Witnesses: — 

1. (Sd.) Illegible. 

2/9/72. 

2. (Sd.) Illegible. 

2/9/72, 

Dhanbad, dated the 2nd September, 1972. 


Annexure “A” 
List of Wagons Loaders 


Serial Name Designation 

No. 


1 . Birenehi Bhuia . . . Wagon Loader. 

2 . Biinia Bhuia (K) 

3 . Mahabir Bhuia „ 

4 . Rupon Bhuia , . . „ 
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Designation 


Designation 


Atjun Bhuia . 

Janakawa Bhuia (K) 
Banawuri Bhuia 
Dhanoshwari Bhuia (Kl 
Fydi Bhuia 
Chuto Bhuia 
Baniehar Bhuia 
Jiria Bhuia (K) 

Balia Bhuia (K) 

Chaman Ram 
Kishun Bhuia 
Parmcshwar Dass 
Sopani Mundin 
Kameshwar Dass 
Kaleshwar Dass 
Ram Jatan Singh 
Tcjn Bhuia 
Jothu Bhuia , 

Nunu Dass 
Mnhan Bhuia 
Ramjce Mahato 
Bh^la Ray 
Jamuna Dass 
Bhaso Dass 
Chetani Bhuia (K) , 
Kishun Yudav 
Ram Narayan Saw . 
Mural Ram , 
BijaliRoy 
Sitaram Bhuia 
Rajcndra Thkur 
Ramhriksh Singh , 
Sibarati Bhuia (K) , 
Jasodi Manjhin (K) 
Firangi Bhuia 

Ramabarar Lohar , 
Jagoo Lohar 
P. K. Ghosh . 

Narayan Lohar 
Gandhari Mistry 
Dilip Singh , 
Sutyunarayan Mahato 
Bua Singh 
Santosh Singh 
Niwai Chandra Dan 
Atul Bowri 
Durgacharan Munda 
Lakhiram Manjhi II 
Mori Roy 
Chandrad'-o Prasad 
Sanatan Ray 
Nanu Roy 
Budhan Mahato 
Lakhan Singh 
Jiten Saw 
Sr math Singh 1 
Sarju Singh , 

Jiten Manjhi , 

Shyam Sunder Lohar 
Kushi Nath Paul 
Kamal Bauri . 
PoluRav 
Hari Pada Roy 
Kighori Singh 
Ram Sagar Sao 
Rishi Bouri , 

Haru Bouri 
Akin Rov 
Bhagat Ram , 
BaldeoTanti . 

Adhva Singh 
Sukhdeo Tanti 
Bijoy Kumar Jhu , 
Ramrathan San 
Ramadhar Rum 
Jogu Routh . 


Wagon loaders 

42 . Munshi Singh 



General 

35 

43 . Shivnarh Mahato . 



-do- 

33 

44 , Gnpi Mahato 



-do- 

j' 

45 . Dasu Pan.lil 



-do- 

57 

46 . Khalifa Mahato 



-do- 

35 

47 . Hanir Mian , 



-do- 

JJ 

48 . Durga Saw 



-do- 


49 . Sarjug Mahato 



-do- 

35 

50 . Arjun Prasad 



-do- 

57 

51 . Barhan Yadav 



-do- 

33 

52 . Jagdish Singh 



-do- 

57 

53 . BodiRoy 



-do- 

55 

54 . Saharai Urang 



-do- 

55 

55 . Shivanand Paul 



-do- 

35 

56 . Chaitan Roy 



-do- 

35 

57. Gobind Mahato 



-do- 

77 

58 . Rameshwar Routh-I 



-do- 


Pick-Sharpener. 

-do- 

I .atheman 
Asstt. Filter Muz. 

-do- 

Light-Tvndal 

-do- 

Tyndul 

-do- 

Cantccn Cook 
Brattice Mistry 

-do- 

Mazdoor 

-do- 

-do- 

Line Miatry 
-do- 

Timhcr Mistry 
-do- 
-do- 
-d<>- 

Timber Mazdoor. 
-do- 
“do- 

-do- 

-do 

-do- 

-do- 

Fun Khalasi 
-do- 

Survey Mazdoor 
General Mazdoor 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 

-do- 


Sudama Routh 
Janaki Mahato 
Bhagiruth Roy 
Chakra Munda 
Hhukhan Mahato 

I. ukhar Mahato 
Thukuri Pandit 
Girjau Ram . 
Rameshwar Pas si , 
Punu Bouti . 
Mansha Manjhi 
Ramdco Prasad 
Lakhan Pas hi 
Umashankar Ram . 
Bikrama Dusad 
Chhotelal Pussi 
Mural Dass . 

J. C. Mukherjee 
Phitgu Rouih 

P. S . Ghowdlrury . 
Mol i Dass 
Sovi Mohera , 

Ilari Pandit , 
Bhuwaneshwar Singh 
Oiha Mohara 
Nirmal Roy 
Radhu Mochi 
M'ldun Ram , 

Rora Ram 
Draunadi Kamin 
Achki Kamin 
Jogendra Ram 
Somrab ITrang 
Naruu Urang . 

Riga Urang . 

Bigna Urang , 

Dhani Urang , 

B’iola Urang 
Liba Urang 
Mabadeo Urang 
Bimala Bourin 
Lakhi Bourin 
Moti Bourin . 

Sabi Bourin . 

Gouri Roy 
Jaha Bourin . 

Bagola Bourin 
Rani Mochin . 

Sukhdai Kamin 
Dasu Roy 
Churka Manjhi 
Rajendra Singh 
Ramii Prasad . 
DhanuKumhar 
Kameshwar Jadav 
TCapildeo Prasad 
H. L. Patel , 

Rajiv Raman Singh 
S. K. Juni 


Gate Muzdoor 
Bailing Muzdoor 

-do- 

-do- 

Water Mazdoor 
-do- 
-dn- 
-do- 

Pump Khalasi. 

-do- 

-dn- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Surface Pump 
Khalasi, 

-do- 

-do- 

Hanlage Khalasi 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 
-do- 

Firemun 

Sweeper 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Picking Mazdoor 
-do- 
-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-rlo- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

-do- 

Crechc Kamin 
Safety Lam Cleaner 
-do- 
-do- 

Banksman Onseiter 
-do 
-do- 
-do- 

Oflice Clerk 
-rlo- 

Asstl. Storekeeper 
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SI. 

No. 

Name 



Designation 

118. 

R. L, Singh . 



Ai tendance Clerk 

119. 

Onkar Singh . 



-rto- 

120. 

Rajcndra Jha 



-do- 

121. 

Radhir Dutta 



liimp Issue Clerk 

122. 

J. Sllemon 



Asstt. L/Room 
IncliJirge. 

123. 

P.N.S. Thakur 



1 J Issue Clerk 

124. 

B. N. Sharma 



Truck Checker 

125. 

Pritam Singh 



Body Seacrher 

126. 

Hanuman Sharma . 



-do- 

127. 

Ramanand Ram 



Munshi 

123. 

Sutajdco Prasad 



-do- 

129. 

Huma Alanjhi 



Stowing Munch i 

130. 

Munilal Manjhi 



Munsh 1 

131. 

Kamala (Jhakraborty 



Cretchc Nurse. 

132. 

A. K. Roy 



Compounder 

133- 

Narayun Mahato 



Winding Haulage 
Khalasi 

134- 

Alantu Dass . 



Ovcrmun 

1 35- 

Mathura Singh 



-do- 

136. 

R. K. Roy . 



-do- 

137. 

Dhaka] Roy . 



Mming Sardar 

138. 

Pn. Roy 



-do- 

139. 

Matliur Bauri 



-do- 

140. 

Manan Pandey 



-do- 

141. 

Ashokc S in gh 



Olliee Peon. 

142. 

Sarjug Muhato 



Magazine Guard 

443. 

Nandu Singh 



Night Guard 

144- 

Deonamlau Rai 



Chuprusi 

145- 

Burma Singh . 



Depot Chaprasi 

14b. 

Arjun Pd. Singh 



Chaprasi. 

147. 

148. 

Jaideu Singh , 

Anirudh Prasad Singh 



-ao- 

-do 

149. 

Raghu Alislry 



l ; itter 

150. 

T, Joseph 



Electrician 

X5I. 

Salyadeo Pd. Singh 



Asaft. Electrician 

152. 

Raj Kumar Prasad 



Munshi. 

152. "A” Lalu Bnia 



Trammer 

153- 

Jugal Bhuia . 



-do- 

154. 

Mouji Bhuia . 



-do- 

155. 

Siya Bhuia 



-do- 

15b. 

Jugal Bhuia TI 



-do- 

157- 

Bihari Bhuia 



-do- 

158. 

Prasadi Bhuia II 



-dn- 

159. 

Agunu Bhuia 



-div- 

160. 

Narayan Mahato 



-d' >- 

Xbi. 

Prasadi Das . 



-do - 

162. 

MaLta Munda 



-do- 

163. 

Gulab Das 



-do- 

164. 

Prabhu Alahato 



-do 

165, 

Ghanshyam Alahato 



-do- 

16b. 

Janki Bhuia I 



-do- 

167. 

Ealit Das 



-dO- 

168, 

JaggaRam 



-dr>- 

169. 

Badan Thakur 



-do- 

170. 

Sonthohhi Bhuia 11 



-du 

171. 

Kamji Mahato 



-do- 

172. 

Dhanu Thakur 



-do- 

173. 

Parmcswar Thakur 



do. 

174. 

Bhaskar Singh 



do. 

175- 

Mcgau Mahato , 



do. 

, 176. 

Panehu Das 



do. 

[ill. 

Joginder Thakur 



do. 

. 178. 

Shankar Bowri 



do. 

179. 

Mangru Mahato 



do. 

I Ho. 

Sahadeo Bomi 



do 

k 181. 

Kirtan Das 



do. 

. 182. 

Madan Rai 



do. 

; 183- 

Muncswar Pandit 



do. 

■ 184. 

Jagdisii Ram 



do. 

185- 

Jagan Pandit 



do. 

186. 

Nakul Mallik 



do. 

187. 

Surja Bowri 



do. 

18S. 

Srceram Mallik 



do. 

189. 

Chhotu Mallik 



do. 

190. 

Maharaj Jadav 



do. 

L 191* 

Masudan Singh 



do. 


Serial Name Designation 

No. 


192 . 

Alanohar Ghosc 



do. 


1 93- 

Manohar Rai 



do. 


194- 

Bhinku Pandit 



do. 


195- 

Ibrahim Mia 



do. 


196 . 

Sarjug Mahato 



do. 


197- 

Prabhu Mandal 



do. 


19 H. 

Gina Gopc 



do. 


199 . 

Bikhari Rouih 



do. 


200- 

Panehu Pandi 



do. 


201. 

Jhnhu Bahadur Bhuia 



do. 


202. 

Rajeswar Singh 



do. 


I 

Kishun Bhuia 



Pick 

Miner 

2 

Alaran Singh Alunda 




Do. 

3 

Ghuiu Bowri 




Do. 

4 

Lakhan Munda II 




Do- 

5 

Chandra Alunda I 




Do. 

6 

Singai Mimda 




Do. 

7 

Kittu Munda 




Do. 

8 

Pattar Munda 




Do. 

9 

Sikur Alunda I . 




Do. 

10 

Dibru Alunda 




Do. 

11 

Lattuin Bhuia T . 




Do. 

12 

Paguni Bjuia II . 




Do. 

13 

Kishun Majhi II . 




Do. 

14 

Chandra Mohan Alunde 

II . 


Do. 

15 

Bhagat Rai , 




Do. 

l6 

Pandey Alunda 




Do, 

17 

Badri Bhuia 




Do. 

18 

Soma Munda 




Do. 

19 

Lakhan Alunda I 




Do. 

20 

Haru Alajhi . 




Do. 

21 

Supal Alajhi 




Do. 

22 

Lobin Majhi III 




Do. 

23 

Daskand Munda . 




Do. 

24 

Jogeshwar Bhuia I 




Do. 

25 

Ensush Mia 




Do. 

2 6 

San at an Munda . 




Do. 

27 

Sarju Barai , 




Do. 

28 

Umrau Bhuia 




Ro. 

29 

Jadgish Bhuia 




Do. 

30 

Uraan Alahato 




Do. 

3 1 

Chaitan Alunda , 




Do. 

3 2 

Lalsingh Alunda . 




Do. 

33 

Kanina Das 




Do. 

34 

Jogeswar Das 




Do. 

35 

Ruga Alimda 




Do. 

36 

Bhune&war Manda 




Do. 

37 

Jung Bahadur Pandjt 




Do. 

38 

Krishna Bhuia 




Do. 

39 

Chanda Rai . 




Do 

40 

Manarik Sao 




Do. 

4l 

Chhortu Mia II . 




Do. 

42 

Thakur Majhi V . 




Do. 

43 

Dhcrin Bowri 




Do. 

44 

Gumdi Munda I 




Do. 

45 

Haradan Rai 




Do. 

4b 

Lagan Alajhi V 




Do. 

47 

Chotka Alajhi VI 




Do. 

48 

Janki Bhuia 




Do. 

49 

Rupan Singh 




Do. 

50 

Ganpat Berhi 




Do. 

51 

Rasik Bowri 




Do. 

52 

Mahadeo Singh I 




Do. 

53 

Birsingh Munda II 




Do. 

54 

Bhorsi Bhuia III , 




Do. 

55 

Pagn Jadav 




Do. 

56 

Dina Bhuia 




Do. 

57 

Lakhan Bhuia 




Do. 

58 

Nakul Bowri 




Do. 

59 

Mohan Routh 




Do. 

60 

Harun Mia . 




Do. 

61 

Satyanaravan Mahato 




Do. 

62 

Chalpang Munda , 




Do. 

[63 

Ladtira Alunda III 




Do. 

64 

Gafur Mia III . 




Do. 

65 

Silai Alur.da II 




Do. 

66 

Pradan Alunda III 




Do, 
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Serial Name Designation 

No. 


67 

Birendar Munda 


Pick Miner 

68 

Mohl Singh 


Do. 

69 

Jairam Lohar 


Do. 

70 

Paturdin Mia 


Do. 

71 

Amoush Mahato . 


Do. 

7 2 

Sobha Mistry 


Do. 

73 

Babujan Mia 


Do. 

74 

Amir Mia 


Do. 

75 

Baldco Bhuia V . 


Do. 

76 

Bisho Routh 


Do. 

77 

Tejo Singh . 


Do. 

78 

Chaoraman Dhobi 


Do. 

79 

Jitan Majhi IV . 


Do. 

80 

Rutu Majhi . 


Do. 

81 

Sikut Majhi I . 


Do. 

82 

Magra Majhi III 


Do. 

83 

Jatin V 


Do. 

84 

Ali Husain Mia , 


Do. 

85 

Jatal Mia 


Do. 

86 

Murna Alaihi 


Do. 

87 

Pow Munda, 


Do. 

88 

Jugal Majhi III . 


Do. 

89 

Jojo Dhobi . 


Do. 

90 

Mangir Ram 


Do. 

9i 

Bali Mahato , 


Do. 

92 

Jhagru Mia , 


Do. 

93 

Chhottu Mia I . 


Do. 

94 

Gafur Mia . 


Do. 

95 

Lochan Das 


Do. 

96 

Sukhdco Thakur . 


Do. 

97 

Kesab Thakur 


Do. 

98 

Sikendar Singh 


Do. 

99 

Ram es war Bhuia I 


Do. 

TOO 

Jikri Mia 


Do. 

ioi 

Bipat Das — . 


Do. 

102 

Gangaram Munda 


Do. 

103 

Gurucharan Mahato 


Do. 

104 

Chiru Roy . 


Do. 

io5 

Sahadit Mia 


Do. 

lo6 

BhasO Dhobi 


Do. 

107 

BRhun Mia I 


Do. 

108 

Kadir Mia . 


Do. 

109 

Nabi Mia 


Do. 

no 

Roja n Mia , 


Do 

in 

Sahud Mia . 


Do. 

112 

Rupi Mia 


JDo. 

113 

Dangal Mahato 


Do. 

1 14 

Mangir Mia II . 


Do. 

115 

Bishun Roy . 


Do. 

116 

Kubi Roy . 


Do. 

117 

Mangir Mia I 


Do. 

118 

Mohan Mahato II 


Do. 

119 

Amulya Bowri 


Do. 

120 

Ratan Roy I 


Do. 

121 

Utin Mahato 


Do. 

122 

Marai Mahato 


Do. 

123 

JagdiBh Singh 


Do. 

124 

Rameshwar Mahato 

II 

Do. 

125 

Atwari Majhi 


Do. 

126 

Baldeo Bhuia IV 


Do. 

127 

Gjlamon Dhobi . 


Do. 

128 

Dhaneswar Singh 


Do. 

129 

Kashi Mahato 


Do. 

130 

Laldhari Dhobi . 


Do. 

131 

Talim Alia . 


Do. 

132 

Sivanand Mahato 


Do. 

133 

Ralcndar Mahato . 


Do. 

134 

Sanu Mia 


Do. 

135 

Panchu Mia 


Do. 

136 

Bhuneswar Bhuia IV 

Do. 

137 

Mohammad Islam 

Vlia 

Do. 

138 

Sarnvhu Rai , 


Do. 

139 

Bajo Mahatot 

• t 

Do. 

140 

Jalcswar Das 


Do. ■ 

141 

Mahadali Mia 


Do. 

142 

Gafur Mia III . 


Do.- 

143 

Bhagirath Bhuia . 

„ * 

Do. 

144 

Kameswar Das I 


Do.- 


SI. 

No. 

Name 



Designation 

145 

Aladan Saw 



Do. 

146 

Sarju Bhuia II . 



Do. 

147 

Gulam Rasul Mia 



Do. 

148 

Bhojal Bhuia 



Do. 

149 

Koiki Saw . 



Do. 

150 

Bijai Gope . 



Do. 

151 

Prnyag Mahato 



Do. 

153 

Nanku Alia 



Do- 

1 54 

Latif Mia 



Do. 

155 

Jamal Alia , 




156 

Sona Majhi III . 



Do. 

157 

Dhanu Alahato 



Do. 

158 

Kapur Mia IV . 



Do. 

159 

Beni Singh . 



Do. 

1 60 

Satan Mia . 



Do. 

l6l 

Baldev Turi 



Do. 

162 

Ramsahai Chulian . 



Do. 

163 

Madhu Alunda II 



Do. 

164 

Ghanshyam Munda 

II 


Do. 

16; 

Abiram Munda III 



Do. 

166 

Ladurai Munda II 



Do. 

167 

Sado Alunda 



Do. 

168 

Nirmal Munda 



Do. 

169 

Kundia Munda 



Do. 

170 

Sarjan Munda 



Do. 

171 

Naiku Alunda 



Do. 

172 

Doma Mnnda 



Do. 

173 

Daniu Mun da 



Do. 

174 

Gurcharan Munda 



Do. 

175 

Rashi Munda 



Do. 

176 

Raghunath Munda 



Do. 

177 

Lape Munda 



Do. 

178 

Madurai Munda , 



Do. 

179 

Bijai Raj Bhar . 



Do. 

180 

Jettu Saw . 



Do. 

181 

Jagu Thakur 



Do. 

182 

Ramdin Kurmi . 



Do. 

183 

Ramkutnar Jaiswara 



Do. 

184 

Hiralal Jaiswara . 



Do. 

185 

Disrath Djsad 



Do. 

186 

Suchit Saw . 



Do. 

187 

Israil Mia . 



Do. 

188 

Bharat Ram 



Do. 

189 

Thakur Majhi VI. 



Do. 



[No 

L/2025/25/72-LRII 


KARNA1L SINGH, Under Secy. 
TTO iiTo 2 7 42. — UR: 4fjjf «ft RTTTTT 

urj f mr im qafruT'r ?fwi 

frur sdTiT ( s;u% ttt T^Tur % ft Jr farffw) 
% TsT-traT^r ?r ufus ftm^m «tVt tp-tth % wVt, 
fUFFT 5jfdfdfEIe^ TTUPTU RU (T^T) q«r, 

UjqTTT RTUTU, f%TI (?B% TTTTcT TT<T ufaUR T 

T fafPrr) TTT?fr % rrqr qWtfira fuurc fuspiTR | ; 

kfU Td: BRcT TvFTTJ Rk UpTUR % *ftsffpRT fWFT 
^rfirpEHT, 1947 ( 19474R 14) Tft STITT 10-TTT TTRITT 
( l) % TTURjf % STRUT®! Jf IJT7 fTpJR TT1T tflTT 'd'tti 
faarrc Tt trr rFtt sufeur % RrcueR^ % fm fkkrR 
RH% TT sfTK 4T fan | qk HRR RTWRNR TTIT C[47 
51% %?fjR HTGT Tt H4T T# |; 

m :, Nil, fafafiTT fmru faRffauT, 1947 ( 1 9 4 7 tt 
1 4) qrr fun 1 o-qi qrj TTsiRr ( 3) % Rqufar % h-jutr 
tT, %kfa twit m vm«fa tut tt, tt tr 14 far^T: 

19 7 2 T1 ftToTT RT, HR^JTU qvrfsRl UTeft % I 
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(EVftfftr fro kWiw, i 947 ft ert i o-t i 


ftft ft ftEsft ertri eeete ft re ^er 
ijft EEFEEft, eteer ftTgRST, P-fl ' 1 1 eeett % steere^e 
ftT EEEETt % affa, fsETT EpTfEpRE ftFEEft EET^T EE 

( F 1 ^) , Tift? EE, OT/fi RT SRETE ETET f I 

E$EfE, »W ftftfftp TEEEI ftr ElfEE, ERE ftfEE 
fttE fto, fagR fafcSE, TFPET fTfftT, FEET EFTET? #r 
ETRFEE % fEE PEEfftT ERE ET EE^ETTT ERR fw EEt ? I 

“EET b? fET T tjft ftfftrft % EEElftf Eft EE% 
EftERT % Eft pHEET ftEfEtEft ETtfftlft 
EET^E EE, EEETE ERET &, 1 4 Elft, 197 2 Eft 
l7Ef, 1972 ftjfrt EEEft ft ijfft t RJER 
fte JER tjft ftfftEft, TIEftT, Fr^RET, 
fSfT-ET EEETE t, SE% EEER SFJRE — 'V' if 
E^-tFeE RrfEEET % EftTER % TFERJ 4 
ftpEraft EE^T EE, T^t^r EEEtE Eft EtE 
^ETElFEE t ? EpT ft ET EftpEE ElfaR fftr 
EEpftE % $EER $ ? 


ftstElE ^ EWER fftRfaftaE £ : — 

1. EEE ^ ftEWt ERTEW EEEF( TERR 
fETfWT, fEET EEER EE EiFiJEOEE I 

2 , ^4er Feeee EfftfEfftR '+1 Fee ft e^t^tee, 

7TER EE, tret/ fEET EEETE ERTT t I 

RfaftF ft EjE EEET : EEEE 3 5 0 ft I 

fEETE 5ITJ EEtfEE f ft ETE 
EEEEft ft ETEEjfEE E ° .' ERIE 440 & I 


^ERRftTT^|f%ERRERfEfEVEE 5 E RETTES 
ER ftEl I 

EEEft TTRET EER %% RElfft ET ^TEIER ftft ft 
EiftET ft ETE Eft EEEtEfj ET fEft Eft EEE % ftET Eft 
^tfTt ft "q ERTEfTEi fftffJE ETR 3TTT E<jtIET ETE, EET I 
Efft ft* E?EE ETElEfft % ft?R EETE Eft fEET ETET ft 


ETsERfE % fftrr.FEftBT *EE: T^ ^pRr ftr gE ER ETRREH 
% ftw ETEftr Rft ft EERE jffti I 

Fftftrft r EfrrfftfftE Eftr 


Eft 

(go) fto ft o TiRRr 

2 / 9/72 

E EE Rfftft -Trfftnft, 
^|ttr jjftftfftrft 1 

ETft 

1 . jjo WET^E 

2/9/72 

2 . go ?Rr 5 E 

2/9/72 1 


EvftiRT EE E FtFeFeR 
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(fo) qrro fto fftr 

2 / 9/72 
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(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 3(>i7t September 1972 

S.O. 2743. — in pursuance of sectiun 17 o£ the indu.i- 

trlal Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ol 1947). the Central Gov- 
ernment hereby publishes the i'ollowjng award ot the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal. Jabalpur in 
the industrial dispute between the employers is relation 
to the management ot' the Rashtriya Khadan Mazdoor 
Sahakari Samiti, Contractors, .Kokan Mines, Post Office 
Dalli-Rajhara, Durg (M.P.i and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
the 23rd September. 1972, 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
CUA2-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR 

Dated Jabalpur, 3th September, 1972 

Present: _ , 

Mr. .Justice S. N. Katju. Presiding Officer. 

Case Ref, No, CGIT/LC(R) (12) or 1972 

(Notification No. L-2G0U (1 )/7'2-LR-IV dated 6-4-P72 

Parties: 

Employers in relation 1o the management of the 
Rashtriya IChadan Mazdoor Sahakari Samiti 
Contractors, Kokan Mines, Posl Office. Dalli- 
Rajhara, Durg (M.P ) 

Versus 

Then workmen represented by the Samyukta 
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh. Post Office Dalli- 
Rajhara, Durg (M.P.) 

Appearances : 

For employers- — None. 

For workmen — Sri P. K. Thakur, Vice President 
of the S, K. M, Sangh. 

Industry: Iron Oro Mine District; Durg (M.P.) 

AWARD 

This is a reference under Sec. 10(3) (di of the In- 
dustrial Disputes Art, 1947. The l sue in dispute as 
incorporated in the schedule to tiie reference is ns 
follows: — 

“Whether the Rashtriya Khadan Mazdoor Saha- 
kari Samiti, Post Office, Dalli-Rajhara, Durg 
(Madhya Pradesh; is justified in terminating 
the services of Shri Ram Prasad and Slirimati 
Jankibai, with effect from the 5th May, 1971V 
If not, to what relief arc those workmen en- 
titled?” 

There is no reply of the employers 1 have record- 
ed the evidence of Shri Ram Pi asad He, has also de- 
posed with regard to the dismissal of his wife, Smt 
Jankibai. He has stated that the charges levelled 
against him and his wife, Smt. Jankibai, were false 
and they had replied to the said charges. But there 
was no enquiry at all and he nor his wife were given 
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any opportunity to defend themselves. Since no one 
appeared on behalf of the employers, the; allegations 
made by Sri Ram Prasad with regard to his dismissal 
as also the dismissal of Smt. Jankibai stand unrebutt 
ed. It appears that there was no proper enquiry with 
regard to the charges maT 
Sri Ram Prasad and hi: 
they were not given any : . , 

selves Tinder these circumstances, the order terruna- 
ating their services was unwarranted and unjustified . 
My answer to this reference is that the Rashtnya 
Khadan Mazdoor Sahakari Samiti, P.O. Dalli-Rapa- 
hara, District Durg was not justified m terminating 
th° services of Sri Ram Prasad and Smt. Jankibai 
with effect from 5th May 1971. They are entitled to 
be reinstated in their respective services and shall be 
paid their wages and other dues with effect froin 5th 
May 1971. The Union shall get Rs. 100 as costs from 
the employers I make my award accordingly. 

(Sd.) S. N. Katjxj, 

Presiding Officer. 


the date of issue of this notification and appoints the 
following persons to be members thereof, namely; — 

Members representing Government. 

1. Director General of Shipping 

2. The Deputy Director General of Shipping-in 

charge of the Seamen’s Employment Office, Cal- 
cutta. 

3. The Labour Commissioner, West Bengal, Calcutta. 

4. The Shipping Master, Calcutta. 

5. The Principal Seamen’s Welfa re OffTcerT Calcutta. 

6. The Director, Seamen’s Employment Office. Cal- 

cutta. 

Members representing Shipowners. 

7. Shri N. K. Sen. 

8. Shri T. Bagchi. 

9. Shri K. Purl. 

10. Shri S. Turi. 

11. Capt. S. D. Chadda. 

12. Capt. G. A. Lobo. 

Members representing Seafarers. 


[No. L-26011(l)/72-LR-lV.] 
S. S. SAHASRANAMAN, Under Secy. 


MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 28 th August 1972 

S O 2744 — In pursuance of the Resolution of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Information 
and Broadcasting No. 1/29/58-FP dated the : 5th Feb- 
ruary, 1959, as amended from time to time, the Central 
Government hereby re-nominate Smt. T. V. Dehejia, 
Shri Ezra Mir and Shri Surendra Jha as members of 
the Film Advisory Board, Bombay for a second term 
of two years with effect from the 25th August, 1972. 

[No. 28/3/70-FP.] 
K. K. KHAN, Dy. Secy. 


13. Shri Boyoy Mukherjee. 

14. Shri Naresh Ch. Bhardwaj. 

15. Shri Ajit Chakruaborty. 

16. Shri Subhrendu Chatterjee. 

17. Shri Sunil Das. 

18. Shri Samir Chakraborty. 


2. The Director General of Shipping shall be the Chair- 
man of the Board. The Deputy Director General of 
Shipping in charge of Seamen’s Employment Office, 
Calcutta shall be the Vice, Chairman of the Board. 

3. The Director. Seamen’s Employment Office, Cal- 
cutta shall act as the Secretary of the Board. 

[No. F. 15/MT(I)/72.] 
J. K. BHATTACHARYA, Dy. Secy. 


fffaSff Tftfffff RRUTR 


RiT Rfil j v n rTRFTR 
28 W, 197 2 


(fffTRfff TST) 

fff fafcRt, 3 0 RffUT, 1972 


tTJjo Rto2744.-RRff d ?ftT 5)RK U [ 

RsURR % WT RKR TT RRtfipT ffPST IRsRT l/29/58 — 
np; (ft) frfftF 5 TPCRTt. 1 95 9 % RRRTU ^T, 

rtttt r nUt-tt fro fro -'Sfmr, sfr rt~ sft- ur r/et 

5TT 25 SPTPT, 1972 % 2 RR ^ sftr RRfR % ^ 

ftvRT RvTTSRiF Rtf. RTRf PT ERCR fRTTt RUTSTR fpRt | I 

[PR 28/ 3/ 70— tPPo tfto] 
%0 %o iRtff. R7 EpRR I 


MINISTRY OF SHIPPING AND TRANSPORT 
(Transport Wing) 

New Delhi, the 30 th August , 1972 

S.O. 2745. — In pursuance of rule 5 of the Indian Mer- 
chant Shipping (Seamen’s Employment Office, Calcutta) 
Rules, 1954. the Central Government hereby establishes 
Seamen’s Employment Board (Foreign-going) at the Port 
of Calcutta for a period of two years with effect from 


2 745. — RKdW SRIHK fild ( RtfRP TlRffTT 
RTRfatr, PRRtTT), fffRR, 1954 % fffffff 5 % 

PCPPC ird^KI, W vftufPTt % RTTt PTJt pt ffKte 
ft RR Pt Vfffv % fut PRRfftt RUR RtfRT fUUTTT Rtf 
(TRfR RPTl ) RT FRIRHI ffURT RTC “RPFTRt 

RRPrf % ffrc PC fffRPt ppft t, RR?ff : — 

•O 


1. RfT ffffstRT ffafR, / '' 

2 . RTTRP TtRRTT PtRTRR 

% 5DTRt, RR 

3. 'sunriRpr qf?RR rrpt 

RTRtrr 

4. RtRRR RTFST, 4i<4*Til 

5. RSTff, ffrfRR> RwRTW StfV- 

RTCf, RPREdT 

6. fafSEfi, ffrffRT ftRRR 

RURfsTR, RPRffTt I 


i rpfr rtt srfffPrfsrcR 

l RT% RRUT 
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jTtTTjT mfEPEl Rff 
Rfcrffffcff mR 


H I PT^tT Rff vfff— 

ffffsrfff jfmt RPR 
RSTR 

2. iTfif^ ir RteffR afti * w«r«T i eUi- 

tttt Rntfffrpr, tfwit % siR-rd rt Rta?R aft# 

% RTTSTW £Ff | 

3- fff^JTTT, TTfTT TUPITT ‘E'WfTT aft# % 

fffffff % Ffk IT Rrtf 'fft'ft I 

[Tic RRio 1 5-ffff # ( 1 ) / 7 2 ) ] 
#0 %o R2mRT4,R | T R^RR I 


7. ’“-■ft tTR 0 ^>0 RR 

8. *ft €to RFUft 

9. « ft %o gft 

10- «ft ETETo q^ft 
1 1. ffff 0 #[o RRRr 

■ "K 

1 2. ^VdR ■(ft 0 0 , 0 Rftft 

13. *ft fffRff RRTsff 

1 4. «ft r^r r<> srrcar? 

15. ^ft-RaftR miiRff 
10 . «fY =sraE3ff 
i7. «ft7pffa?rcr 

is. «ft Rtfh R^apff 


MINISTRY OF TOURISM AND CIVIL AVIATION 

New Delhi, the 28 th August 1972 

S.O. 2747. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 4 of the Air Corporations Act. 1953 (27 of 1953) 
the Central Government hereby appoints Air Chief 
Marshal P. C. Lai as a Director on the Boards of Air- 
India and Indian Airlines wiwth immediate effect and 
until further orders. 


I No. AV18013/3/71-AC.] 
N. SAHGAL, Secy. 

*ftr ffm ftmRR rrtrr 

R 1 ? fcpft, 28 1972 

^0^0 2 74 7.-^1^^^1^7171, 1953 ( 1 953 

m 27) am 4 sm srexr Rfem ®ft smtir jtr 

%7ftR RTRRT TT^jm PTR -ftpi Rpgpr cft 0 ^ ^ 
dWrl m tPH 'STltlft TT dm ?fK f ft»RR PPT- 
fairer r^r'i #rt^ ft uTift 

$ 1 


[Ro ito «fto 18013/3/71-ITo tfVo] 
RR° RigRH, fffffR I 


(Transport Wing) 

New Delhi, the 30 th August 1972 

S.O. 2748.— Sarvoshrl N. R. Reddy, Joint Secretary, 
Ministry of Shipping and Transport and Mahmood Butt. 
Secretary to the Government of Uttar Pradesh. Trans- 
port Department, are appointed as Members of the Work- 
ing Group, constituted vide the Ministry of Shipping 
and Transport Resolution No. 39-TAG(3)/72, dated the 
7th July, 1972, to examine the question of language to be 
used for the display of registration marks on motor 
vechlcles, nice Sarvashri K. Stvara.l and G. R. Pandey, 
respectively. 

[No. 39-TAG(3)/72.] 
N. A. A. NARAYANAN, Under Secy. 

(qR*mr Tej) 


R# ferssft, 30 H7TFT, 1972 


itRo *ito2746“R^ ¥ ft 0?T o RTT° Rijfff RfRff, 
dtRfR fttT ffftR?R tfRTRR RRT WJff Rf , RfRR, 

RTRR, qftR^RfRRPT qft WW: R#^ figRTT d' RRT «ft o 

tfto qff % ERTR TE tftgr Rrfgjff 'PT Tfm^STR fffRft % 
smKRtR suftff ft RRft RTRT ^ ^ rIr’etR 

% fRTT RtffRR rV TfrRjpr RRTRR RRm Ro 39 — ftrr 
•4ft ( 3)/72 ftRPE 7-7-72 ft fffefi WW % RR^T % 
?r Fg7JR=1- fjfTRT 7TTRT ^ I 

(Ro 39-€t (T 3ft(3)/72] 

ITRO no CTo RTTPW.R, 51RR RfRR I 


MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
(Department of Agriculture) 

New Delhi, the 26 th September 1972 

S.O. 2748. — The following draft of rules further to 
amend the Tobacco Grading and Marking Rules, 1937, 
which the Central Government proposes to make in 
exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the 
Agriculture Produce (Grading and Marking) Act, 1937 
(1 of 1937) is hereby published as required by the said 
section for the information of all persons likely to be 
affected thereby and notice Is hereby given that the 
said draft will be taken into consideration on or after 
the expiry of a period of one month from the date of 
the official Gazette containing this notification Is made 
available to the public. 

Any objections or suggestions which may be received 
from any person with respect to the said draft before 
the date specified above will be considered by the Cen- 
tral Government. 

Draft Amendment 

1, These rules may be called the Tobacco Grading 
and Marking (Amendment) Rules, 1972. 

2. In Schedule II to the Tobacco Grading and Mark- 
ing Rules, 1937 for foot-notes’* the following shall 
be substituted namely: — 

•‘Grade designation will be applicable under the 
following conditions: — 

That the consignment is meant for export against 
a specific order and that the exporter will 
indicate the sale price and furnish a guarantee 
letter to the effect that the sale proceeds shall 
be received within six months and that the 
evidence of such receipt furnished”, 

[No. F. 13-1/72-C&M.] 
T, D. MAKHJJANI, Under Secy. 



3863 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: Of 10BER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


S’LC -'(.'j] 


fiffi bbter 
( iffi fTfiET) 

fit fFfit, 2 6 fBdRT IB 72 

TTo BTo 27 48-H^TT >4 n f[F n fi bV fF£B ffiBB, 19.1 7 
it B’f B BlBB F?fi T ffin fTBfii TT BEF, fi)B 

BfiffB BFF fiffi TT-i B'fT fBElfi) fifaffiqB, 

1937 ( 1 937 F 1 ) fiff 4171 3 XRT Nfrfifii F BBTfi TTT 
pjrr BBIfi TV FBTfifiT fiiTfil t, Ffi '-TFT 3F1 irfirfififfifi 
BB STpfTTT F Ffifififf % fF, f-TBF BBB STfilffiN 
f-RT BFNB %, BBTffifi fw FBT '$, bV BfifiSTTr Bfi B/fifiT 
ft" E^TFfr t f% Nfifi BFPT F ^B BftEJBfiT R TRBN 
BfiBlfiTFl F BBFB ffiTT BTB F fiRta B Hi; BET Tt 
Bfiffi T BBBTfi 3T BT BBt FfiTfi fTfiF fhBT FBfif I 

i/B fFjff BTEFf BT BBTfiT F, Tift fiTfififi ffiffifBF 
Blffi? % ^ BF TIFT # Blfifi fpff FfBB if Bi r fi (fiM 
RTnr, BF BRT fFF ffi.BC 4F.Br I 

5TFT TTft'JT 

1. SB ffififif F BIB FfiTfi FfiffiF Bfr fqRfi 
(BBtNfi) ffiBB, 1 9 7 2 BETT I 

2. fiRTB wVl bY^ ffifiR ffiBB, 1937 Bt B-J- 

iJNf II if, BF-fcFT ** T FIR F ffiRffifstfi F)- T FFnr, 

BB^: — 

‘‘**^1 rrFfvmiB ffiTfifafafi Nfit T Btflfi BET 

c 

SETT : — 

ffi Fqnj fqfqfBR Sj T#r T H'ffi ffiBffi % fair 
& Biz ffi ffiBffiTfif ffiBB fiffifi BFflTT 
FtfiT H*k BB BTfi F FT FBTijffi-BN FI 
ffi ffififi BTBB W BET % fitF BPR ffifiT 
NTfiF bV n iff qrffi fi.T BTSB ffifil BTfifiT I ” 

[B BBT 13-1/7 2-fipfi BBT ffiFTfi] 
file, fto BEtffiTfiY, BF Bf^BB I 


MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS 
(F. & T. Board) 

New Delhi, the ‘28th Auaust, 1972. 

S.O. 2749, — III exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 43 of the Indian Post Offices Act, 1898 (6 of 
1898). the Central Government hereby rescinds the 
notification of the Government, of India in the Ministry 
of Communications (Posts and Telegraphs Board) No. 

S.O. 160(E), dated the 25th Februray, 1972. 

[No. 13-8/ 7 TCI.] 

P. S. RAGAVACHARI. 

Nideshak (Dak Takniki). 


BBIT B BIBB 
(BIT BIT BIB) 
dt fFB'r, 2 8 FTBT 197 2 

Fo sffo 2 74 9-BRBfB BiFTT bMbBB, 18 98 
( 1 8 98 TT 6 ) % 43 £PT F If BIB BTff 

|fT %;jfB BTTrT, BBTT BBFB (»Ri FT ) ^0 Ro 
Bfo 160 (t) Biff dT 25 TTFf, 1 972 % FB4 b BRB 
B7BR; Tf BfB^BBI F BBBFF F-ff | I 

[B° 13 / 8 / 71 -Bfo !Rfo] 

rffo HRo TlBBIBltf, 

(BTT BTiffTf) I 


(P & T Board) 

New Delhi , the 28th September 1972 

S.O. 2750. — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III 
of Rule 434 of Indian Telegraph Rules, 1951, as intro- 
duced by S.O. No. 627, dated 8 th March, 1960, the 
Director-General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby speci- 
fies the 1G-10-1972 as the date on which the Measured 
Rate System will be introduced in Moghaharai Tele- 
phone Exchange, U.P. Circle. 

[No. 5-7/72-PHB(26).] 
(BEF-BR- Bit) 

b£ fWr, 2 8 fBBPF, 19 72 

Bl° Bi° 2750. — T BTBf B^B BFT 627 fadEF 
8 BT^, I960 flB NETfFTiFT NTBftT BK fBBB 
1951 B fBBB 434 % BBT III % Ff (sp) % BBB 1 T 
BIB-BK BBTfB^BB % BBN BEET f BlTTB F? if fBBT*F 
16-10-72 B BBlfBB F BBHf BTij; F fBBBB 
fh-Tl ^ I 

[Bt> 5-7/72— <ff 1JB Bf (26)] 
New Delhi, the 30th September 1972 

S.O. 2751. — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III 
of Rule 434 of Indian Telegraph Rules, 1951, as intro- 
duced by S.O. No. (127, dated 8 th March, 1960, the 
Director-General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby speci- 
fies the 16-11-1972 as the date on -which the Measured 
Rate System will be introduced in Palai Telephone 
Exchange, Kerala Circle, 

[No. 5-38/72-PHB ( 15) ,] 
fit ffiFf 3 0 ffiBRT 197 c 

F° Br° 275 1 — Flfif B 1 *N FN 7 672, 
ffifitB 8 fit, I96 0 fiRT BPj; firn; BT BirfrB BTT ffiBB 
1951 % ffiBB 434 B ^ III t TB (b) ^ BlBlfi 

TTB-FT BnTffiBBBT fi Blfif-2 jfifFfi FB if ffifii ,1 16-11- 

72 B BBlffifi fiB BBEfif MEf BN sB ffiffiB ffiBr | I 
[BF1 5-38/72 -fMB tff ( 1 5 ) ] 
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S.O. 2752. — In pursuance of para (a) of Section III 
of Rule 434 of Indian Telegraph Rules, 1951, as intro- 
duced by S.O. No, 627, dated 8t,h March, 1960, the 
Director-General, Posts and Telegraphs, hereby speci- 
fies the 1-11-1972 as the date on which the Measured 
Rate System will be introduced in Rewa Telephone 

Exchange, M.P. Circlet. 

[No. 5-46/72-PHB(9).] 
A. S. VOHRA, 

Assistant Director Central (PHB), 

nr<> scrro 11 52 . — pntff (fen 62 7 , 

fMrnr s ft#, i9 60 trt hrj feq qq nRcffa nr fern 
1951 %■ fern 434 % UPR III % ■fRl (t) % STRUTT 
RPR-TR H H II fd 5*1 + % flTT Jsfi'RtR % Ffffffe 1-11-72 
It TRlfTcT 3R THFfl TRT TT famf fen | I 

[iferr 5-46/72-TfoqRoTfo ( 9 )] 

q° qRo rrrt 

R^RFE RflFferiT (qfoqRosffo ) 


MINISTRY OF STEEL AND MINES 
(Department of Steel) 

New Delhi, the 25 th September 1972 
SuBjECE. — Guidelines for the Steel Priority Committee 

S.O. 2753. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Clause 17A of the Iron and Steel (Control) Order, 
1956, the Central Government hereby make the fol- 
lowing guidelines for the guidance of the Steel Pri- 
ority Committee in making priority allocation in the 
matter of regulating despatches of iron and steel: — 

The Steel Priority Committee may take into consi- 
deration the estimated availability during a quarter 
and allocate priorities for despatches of different cate- 
gories of steel to consumers. In doing so, they will 
also earmark the quantities to be despatcher to trade 
and to the stockyards. In deciding the allocations to 
others, the criterion, mainly should be the end — use for 
which the material is required. Broadly speaking, 
any demand classified as '‘Operational” by Defence 
should be given the highest priority and met in full 
before other demands are considered, Other Defence 
demands, the demands of the Steel Plants themselves 
and export-oriented demands should also (be given 
high priority. Important public sector projects, Rural 
electrification schemes, food grains godowns etc. are 
to be given priority. Some allocations may also be 
made to the industrial units, both In the large scale 
and small scale sector, for their normal functioning, 
After meeting the Defence “Operational” demands, 
the total picture of the demand from various sectors 
for the particular category of the particular size and 
quality under consideration may be taken, as against 
the availability and a judicious allocation made, bear- 
ing In mind the considerations mentioned above. 
After the draft proposals are finalised, detailed dis- 
cussions may be held with all sponsoring authorities 
and any re-adjustments in the allocations among the 
different projects under the same authority may be 
agreed to if so desired. These proposals will then be 
discussed and approved at a meeting of the Steel 
Priority Committee. 

[No. SC(I)-128(15)/72.] 
A. N. RAJAGOPALAN, Dy. Secy. 


?(TPT sfk nff nnm 
(TRIP! FrffFT) 

T? fefeY, 2 5 faffi=iR, 19 7 2 

feTT : — RTFT TprFffnn rFrFt T ferr qpfeaf f I.ffRff 

nT° iRo 2 953 — HTgT rPR (fanm) Rfeff 

1956 nf ETRT 17 (fe) £R r 5 lfenff nr Wfe qTR% 

R^TR rM T41 qnFT % %qiff % fefeRFT 
% RRitJ if ^FTRT srPlfann rF ife SIR ifWRff if TPlffeRTT 
TTfiT RR% if ffPfanTff FnffFafNT RBTSTff Fnjm 
SfffifT t I 

TPTKT RPTferTT Tfefe Tl i?R Ffffffef % ^?TIff 3% 

njnfeff RTRfer TT RTRT if RRrr Tt feffffl 

% fPTTff % TT'jft % Fiq TPrfffndT nFfq I 

$RT TR% (TOT RR ^TRlfeTl <Tn RT'hfiTSf TT qfqa q% 
511% RPTf RffST 4TT RRT fell RTfeq | sfpff % 
feq q-RRT ffifesd qTR% Tf Rife! RTR 5R RfelR RTTPl 
5>n nfeq feff% faq RRT q% HraWRTT | I *ftt 

ffk 9R %RV ferff RI RTR Tt R^RTO STPTfnRTT RpfV 

nF?q FRRRT nffeRR W ffnmt % “ffinFfin' fen St 
dNl ITT ffPTf TR fefflR TR% % Tift RR Riff fft ^ffn 
c(Tl fen RETT RTfeR I WIT RtNRff Rtfff, fPTRT 
RTRf 3% fnfr Rfef, ntl fefffefejisr RPft Rf nsff 

StPlffeTcTT RT-ft RTferr | ^ ^ jrrfffeRWf, 

RTR'R ffjfffTTir TfeffmTRff, RRin RTTfiff mfe Tt 
TPlfR^ffT Tf 5TPT I Rt mi HR R?fBT tfe 4% RhfftfffT 
^TT^rf % ffep ?tprr fen nn nf^q fspiir 

% RTRm ^ % TRf TRTt Ts I Tt "RinfiR" Rifet 

Tt nT nr ^ qnm mum R«rr ^q-Rfsa- grpt % -pg-% 

§ feiRRr tffat nr fe%q spiff, n^sr aaT feiR nf nr 
Rt»rf nr f^na wr nBftFnr nr?R fen nn nfsq i 
rndrn ^ RRt% nt wffeff ¥<r to jRtn 

nFaTrFRRi ^ m fefnR qln Fttir FffRa feai nn 
‘nfeq dn qn ft nnm TrfanRf % nffa fePaw 
Tpfrnff % %fe if rF^ feRf |t%r na nf Rr% 
rfr tr% Faq nt;Rfe n araf nFf q i nnq % a srmf 

tr wn mFtot rFrFt nr if fnaR fenif nfe 
RRRtfeq Fnn nn nFsq i 

'-S3 - ‘ 

[Ro qRo%fo( 1 ) - 1 28 ( 1 5 ) / 7 2] 
qoPRo RRiffqiPIR, Rq Rfeq | 

S.O. 2754. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962), the 
Central Board of Excise and Customs hereby declares 
MANALI in the State of Tamil Nadu to be a ware- 
housing station. 

[No. 116|72-Customs]F. No. 473|43|72-Cus.VII.] 
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Proposals 

(1) To notify that sulphuric acid shall be subject to 
inspection prior to export, 


TcTrr-w 2 * * * * 7 ^ Rte rVri w rW ) 

O Cl ' 

df fdFftj 7 RTdNA 1972 

RIo 2 75 4. — ifrET-TFT irPafffRR, 1 9 6 2 

( 1962 4R 52) fil'UDT 9 JPT STFT *PT SRTR 

mrA grr, ipqrr-TTpT rV rtrer^ arri, Rfrru rtt 

•a f o o' o 

TT77T Jf Rduff Tt ffRTfPT RPrSTRTBT %RT % UR ii 
mfRT sfFrft t | i‘j 

[R° 1 1 6 / 7 2 -RfiTT 7pr/TT°R° 4 7 3/ 4 .3/ 7 2-RTRT VHJ 

FfTFURR, m'T Rf%R i 

CENTRAL BOARD OF EXCISE AND CUSTOMS 

Customs 

New Delhi, the 7th October 1972 

S.O. 2755.- — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962), the 
Central Board of Excise and Customs hereby declares 
NARODA in the State of Gujarat to be a warehousing 
station, 

[No. 117172-CustomslF. No. 473|42|72-Cus.VII.] 
K. SANKARARARAMAN, Under Secy. 

RRo IT to 2 75 5. — RtRT-R"T ?lMffRR, 1 9 62 ( 1 9 62 
*61 5 2) Tt RFT ufdRR f RT TRET *frr% |tt, 

%BftR *rV zfmT-R-qr dti frsujFT RTfUR 

TTUIT it RTtTT R?r RTFnrFN T *R ii RlflR TTRT % ( 

[Ro 117/7 2 -RlFm|-T/' ( RToRo 4 7 3/ 4 2/ 7 2 -RlRT VII] 


MINISTRY OF FOREIGN TRADE 

New Delhi, the 7 ’;h October 1972 

S.O. 2756. — Whereas, in exercise of the powers con- 
ferred by section 6 of the Export (Quality Control and 
Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), the Central Govern- 
ment is of opinion that it is necessary or expedient so 
to do for the development of the export trade of India, 
that sulphuric acid should be subject to inspection 
prior to export; 

And whereas the Central Government has formulat- 
ed the proposals specified below for the said purpose 
and has forwarded the same to the Export Inspection 
Council, as required by sub-rule (2) of rule Li of the 
Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Rules, 1964; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the said sub-rule, 
the Central Government hereby publishes the said 
proposals for the information of the public likely to be 
affected thereby. 

2. Notice is hereby given that any person desiring to 

forward any objections or suggestions with respect to 

the said proposals may forward the same within thirty 

days of the date of publication of this notification in the 

Official Gazette to the Export Inspection Council, 
“World Trade Centre”, 14/IB, Ezra Street (7th Floor). 

Calcutta-1. 


(2) To recognise — 

(u) the specifications for sulphuric acid as set out 
in the Annexure I to this notification, as the standard 
specifications for sulphuric acid, 

(b) sueeificalions in the export contract, provided 
that such specifications do not fall be"!ow the require- 
ments prescribed In the said Annexure, 


(3) To specify tho type of inspection in accordance 
with the draft Export of Sulphuric Acid (Inspection) 
Rules, 1972, set out in Annexure IT to this notification 
as the type of inspection which would be applied to 
such sulphuric acid, 


(4) To prohibit the export, in the course of inter- 
national trade of such sulphuric acid, unless the same 
is accompanied by a certificate issued by an agency 
recognised by the Central Government under section 7 
of the Export (Qunlity Control and Inspection), Act 
1963 (22 of 1963) to the effect that the sulphuric acid 
conforms to the aforesaid standard specifications. 


3. Nothing in this notification shall apply to tho ex- 
port by land, sea or air of samples of sulphuric acid 
(not exceeding t kg) lo the prospective buyers. 


Annexure 

(Specifications for Sulphuric Acid) 

[See sub-paragraph (2) (a) of paragraph 2] 


1 . There shall be four grades of the material, namely, 
technical, battery (concentrated & dilute), pure and 
analytical reagent. 


1.1, Technical Grade.— The liquid shall not be darker 
than brown in colour. Subject lo agreement between 
the buyer and the exporter, the material complying 
with all the requirements given In the Table, except 
su eelfle gravity and strength of acid, may also be sup- 
plied as more dilute or more concentrated. 


1.2. Battery Grade (concentrated & dilute) .—Battery 
grade sulphuric acid shall be a colourless liquid, the 
concentrated acid on dilution with an equal volume of 
distilled water and the dilute acid as received, shall be 
free from suspended matter and other visible impuri- 
ties. Subject to agreement between the buyer and 
the exporter, the material complying with all the re- 
quirements given in the Table, except specific gravity 
and strength of acid, may also be supplied as more 
dilute or more concentrated, 

1.3. Pure and Analytical Reagent Grades . — It shall be 
a colouless liquid, free from suspended matter and 
other visible impurities. 


1.4. The material shall also comply with the require- 
ments given in the Table, 
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I. 

requirement for sulphuric acid 

Taele 

(Sea sub-clavse 1 . 4 ) 





SI. 

No. 

Characterisdc 

— 

Teach nical 

Requirement for Grade 

Battery 

Concentrated Dilute Pure 

An alytical 
Reagent 

" (i) 

(2) 


(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(i) 

Specific gravity at 25 0 25°C, Min. 


1.825 

1.825 

1.216 

1.825 

1.825 

(ii) 

Sulphuric acid (as HOSO4), percent by weight, 

min. • 

95.0 

95-o 

29.7 

95.0 

96.0 

(iii) 

Residue on ignition, percent bv weight. Max. 


0 2 

0 06 

0.02 

0 01 

0. 0025 

iv) 

Iron (as Fe), percent bv weight, Max. 


0.05 

0.002 

0.0006 

0 001 

0.0001 

(vd 

Chlorides (as Cl), percent by weight. Max. 


— 

O.OOI 

0.0003 

0.0035 

0.0003 

(vi) 

Heavy metals( as Pb), percent by seight, Max. 


0.005 

— 

— 

0 002 

0.0002 

(vii)j 

Arsenic (as As 4 0 3 ), percent by weight. Max. 


0. OI 

0.0003 

0.0001 

0.0005 

0.0 0001 

(viii 

Oxidizable impurities (as S02).,' 


— *To pass test 

To pass test 

0 004 0.0005 

percent by percent by 
weight Max. weight Max. 

(ix) 

Organic matter 


— ** To pass 
test 

— 

— 

— 

(x) 

Nitrates (as N0 3 ), percent by weight. Max. 


— 

— 

— 



0.00002 

(xi) 

Ammonia (as NH 3 ), percent by weight. Max. 


— 

— 

— 

— 

0.0005 

(xii) 

S-elenium (as Se), percent by weight. Max. 


— 

0.002 

0.0006 

— 



(xiii) 

Manganese (as Mn\ percent by weight. Max. 


— 

0.0001 

0.00003 

— 



(xiv) 

Copper (as Cu), percent by weight. Max. 



0.003 

O.OOI 

* 

— 

(xv) 

(xvi) 

Zinc (as Zn), percent by weight. Max. 

Nitrates, Nitrites and ammonia (as N), percent by weight 
Max. — 

— 

0.003 

0-003 

0.001 

0-001 

0.003 

„ . 


* Test for Oxidizable impurites : — KMn0 4 Solution— exactly o.oiN. 


(a) For Battery Grade (Concentrated and Dilute) 
Acids — Dilute one millilitre of the material 
to 10 ml with water, cool and add one milli- 
litre of 0.01N potassium permanganate solu- 
tion. The material shall be taken to have 
passed the test if the pink colour of the 
solution is not discharged at once. 

(b) For Pure Grade Acid— Add 20 ml of the 
material, slowly and with stirring, to 60 ml 
of water, cool and add 4 ml of potassium 
permanganate solution. The relevant limit 
prescribed in Table shall be taken as not 
having been exceeded if the mixture remains 
pink for 5 minutes. 


2 Packing and marking for export . — When sulphuric 
acid is exported in the screw-stoppered stone bottles or 
glass carboys, the containers shall be fitted with leak 
proof stoppers and if reauired by the purchaser, pro- 
vided with asbestos or rubber or polyethylene washers. 
The stopper shall further be sealed by a putty made 
of china clay, or a mixture of sodium silicate and 
asbestos flour, or a mixture of sulphur and sand. 

Sulphuric acid of pure and analytical reagent grades 
shall be supplied in glass bottles or glass carboy fitted 
with tight-fitting ground glass stoppers and no 
washers shall be used in closing them, the use Pr 
suitable caps over the stoppers is also recommended. 

The bottles or iars shall be packed in suitable 
packing cases. These shall be placed in an upright 
position on on° laver of sand or a«hes (free from 
''indnrsl or chalk or dry earth and the surrounding 
.pace shall also he filled with the same materials to 
prevent movement. 

Glass carboys shall be pocked in suitable iron bam- 
pers or wooden crates stuffed with straw or saw dust. 

Polythene carboys suitable for the packaging of 
sulphuric acid are also permitted. 


(c) For Analytical Reagent Grade Acid — Carry 
out the to t as in (b) above using 0.5 ml of 
potassium permanganate solution. The rele- 
vant limit prescribed in Table shall be taken 
as not having been exceeded if the mixture 
remains pink for 5 minutes. 


**Text for Organic matter: — 

Heat the acid in a clean beaker until the acid be- 
gins to fume strongly. The material shall be 
taken to have passed the test if it shows no 
perceptible charring. 


2.1. Marking.— The containers, and also the packages 
where possible, shall be suitably marked in red letters. 
• ’wp\im I'no -\ eight. name and grade of the acid; they 
sh i' 1 prnnvncii 1 display the words — 

'‘CORROSIVE, HANDLE WITH CARE’’ 

Annexure II 


[See sub-paragraph (3) of paragraph 2] 

Draft rules proposed to be made under section 17 of 
the Export ( Ovality Control and Inspection) Act, 
1963 (22 of 1963). 

1. Short titles and commencement. — .(11 These rules 
mnv be ended the Export of Sulphuric Acid (Inspection) 
Rules, 1972. 

(2) They shall come Into force on the 

2. Definition. — In these rules “sulphuric acid’ - means 
the sulphuric acid nf i"" of the grades specified, in the 
Annexure I annexed hereto. 
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3. Basis of Inspection. — Inspection of sulphuric acid 
for export shall be carried out with a view to seeing 
that the sulphuric acid conforms to the specifications 
recognised by the Central Government under section 6 
of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Act, 
1963 (22 of 1963). 

4. Procedure of Inspection. — (1) An exporter intend- 
ing to export sulphuric acid, shall give intimation in 
writing of his intention so to do and submit along 
with such intimation a declaration of the specifications, 
stipulated in the contract relating to such export, to 
any one of the inspection agencies (hereinafter referred 
to as the agency) recognised under section 7 of the 
Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 
of 1963), to enable it to carry out the inspection in 
accordance with rule 3. 

(2) Every intimation and declaration under sub-rule 
(1) shall be given not less than seven days before the 
expected date of shipment. 

(3) On receipt of the intimation and declaration 
under sub-rule (2) the Agency shall inspect the con- 
signment of sulphuric acid with a view to seeing that 
the same conforms to the specifications regognised by 
the Central Government under section 6 of the Export 
(Quality Control and Inspection) Act, 1963. 

(4) If after insnection. the Agency is satisfied that 
the consignment of sulphuric acid to be exported com- 
plies with the requirements of rule 3, it shall, within 
seven days of the receipt of intimation and declaration 
under sub-rule (2), issue a certificate to the exporter 
declaring the consignment to be exportworthy. 

5. Place of Inspection.— Every inspection under these 
rules shall be carried out either — 

(a) at the premises of the manufacturer of such 
products; or 

(b) at the premises at which the goods are offered 
by the exporter, provided _ adequate farfiMFos 
for the purpose exist therein. 

6. Inspection Fee. — Subject to minimum of Rs. 50 
for each consignment a fee at the rate of forty paise 
for every one hundred rupees of the F.OB. value for 
each such consignment shall be paid as inspection fee 
under these rules. 

7. Appeal. — -(1) Any person aggrieved by the refusal 
of the inspection agency to issue a certificate under 
sub-rule (4) of rule 4, may, within ten days of the 
receipt ,of communication of such refusal by him. 
prefer an appeal to such panel of experts consisting of 
not less than three persons as may be, constituted by 
the Central Government for the purpose, 

f°) The decision of the panel in such appeal shall be 
final. 

[No. 6(14)/72-EIEP.] 

fd%sr sdTRR rV fpt 

fit fdddt, 7TOI7. 197 2 

FTo dTo 2 75 6. — dd: fddfd ( Wfl* fdddd dk 
fdTtSFd) dfdfddH, 1963 ( 1963 FT 22) Ft dRT 6 
fin ddd dfddd'f FT ddfd FRd fir, %dftd 7RFTT Ft df 
TFT I fF dRd % fddfd SdTRTT % fdFRT % fdq qRT FTdl 
dldSdF dl dHkffd f fsft RdFdkF dm fddfd % qd 
fdTtdd f srakr fFdi firt difdq ; 

d> hr: %ntd rtfr ftr ddkrd % fkq 

fdq dq RTdTd ddTq f dk fddfd (ddlfddt fdddd 


did fdftSPd) fddR, 1 964 % fddR 1 1 % GdfddR ( 2 ) 
STTT RdT dffdd fddfd fdftSTd dffdd F> dd f ; 

dd: dd Gdd GR-fddR % ddddd R, Fkfd TRFR, 

•O ’ 

qddddRT Tdd ddTTdt Ft GdJt HRRdd: RRTfdd fTd 
RdRIdlT'd Ft dTdFtft % fdq dFlfdd Fddt | | 

2. qddddRT ft FTdt | f~F Gdd SRdTdf % dk 
fd^ff drkfr rt quidT Ft ddd ft dim Fkt didr 
5I lfFT qT dfdqddl % STfiTWd Ft dktG Jr did 
fdd F RtdT fddfd fdk dd dfcd?, ‘d?G tdl', 1 4/ 1 
nr, qdn ?dk, (hirf Rfm) ft dd rfri i 

RTdld 

( l) dd dfdqfdd FTd( ff, HdFdffF dm fddfd 
% fdCrSTd % dcfd ftdT 1 

(2 ) (f) ¥T dfdqddT % GRcRd ] Jr fdq Rq 
fdfdddf Ft *FFdfTF dm % fdq RldF fdfdddf % dT 
Ji RFddT klT I 

( g ) fddfd r fdd r % fdfdfdf dfr RR=ddr ^dr, rtt^ 
fd qJr fdfd-fd RdR diTd^sr Jr fd%d RRrerrTff % 

dd d ff I 

( 3 ) sd Tlfd^ddr % RRrd^d 1 1 R fdq dq R?q5dfT^ 
?Fd dr fddfd (fdfbdd) fddR, 197 2 % Rdd % HddTT 
fdffs-Td % Gd RFR dT fdfdftR dTdT, dT RFRidffd 

Cv 

?Rd % fddfd % qd fdffdd % fdq dTd fddr ddddl I 

( 4 ) RFdTlRfd 5dTdR % dkrd q^ RcddfTd d^d 
% fddfd dl dd dF dfdfrd dRdT 3rd ddl GR% Rid fddfd 
(ddrfifr fdddd dR fdffsrd) dfdfddR, 19 63 
( 1963 FI 22 ) Ft dRl 7 % ddfd, %nfd RTFR fRr 
RRddl Rl r d fFdf dfRFTd fRl qR dRd FT RRId-Rd 
d ft fl RFFdfTF dTd qd>d RTdF fdfdddf % ddlid | I 

3. dd dfddddT Ft Ftf drd RcFdfTF d^d % dRd"f 
( 1 fFdtdTR R ddfdF ) % HRd, Tdd dK did rut ?rdr 
dfdrq-sfgft Fdldt % fddfd F> did dft ftdt I 

Gdlddj— 1 

( R-FdfTF dRT F fd^ fdfdfd ) 

( HTT 2 FI i'R-TTT ( 2 ) (f) ^fdT ) 

1. d-d Ff dR dfddf ftdt, ddfd : — dFdtFt, 
f dt ( dffed dk dd ) , ddd ddT fdkTddlcRF dfdFR 

1 . 1 dFdfFt ddt.-dd d^: f d % dfdF df ti dft |>rr i 

Fdr ddT fddfd— Fdf % dtd FTR % ddfd Tf% f 7, 5Fd ^ 
fdfw ddcd ddT RTddT % fddTd RR'dt ^ d> df d^«Tr?ft 
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^ZT TZ% am J*a afaa; TT TT afa'T ETT % ZT if at aim % fnaia'arZ'jft t ft af TTV^TT^ff T> arzf am 

aar ar n%ar i a*a afan aai affepp aia % za ?r *fr $zt aT n%ZT i 

1.2 fftaat (aflfaaViTj) :- f ^ 'Tifr nTTfzT 1.3 aai fa?£raZIZaT afwfp *^faar :- 

aM ZaffFT TZ ftZT, TTR aPST if OTJrT-TT TT frr^TT^T ^ ^a^TZ jsa am ftfa^T fzafmz JSJT atz an jar 

az ziffer am ah- aar— area njaz am fzzfmcr sr^^srpnrr zff fW i 
am atz am am a^awiaf % am ^ tt wr fzzfa 

1. i sr a a ^rrrwff if * z$ ataia'r % a^sa at staT i 

ZTzat 

(za-aTZT 1 . 4^3 Tt) 


i. b^'-wTof am % fzrt amii : — 


m fraZZlf 


ft ar^rarnt 



Ifo 

aaatat 

oilsa 

tfr 

n 


fzzzmczz 

wfaraa 

1 2 

3 

• 

4 

5 

6 

7 

( 1 ) fzfwnzm 25 / 25 1 '° az^zm 

1.825 

1 . 825 

1.216 

1 . 825 

1.825 

( 2 ) zmzfz^F am ( ZZT 2 TIT Zt 4 ) ZTZ % 

arena az zfzmz, an % am 

95 . 0 

95. 0 

29.7 

95. 0 

96.0 

( 3 ) zazaz az azztz , arz % arena az zfzzz, 
zfzz a aftm 

0.2 

0.06 

0 . 02 

0.01 

0. 0025 

( 4 ) m?a (zzt) an % zrsrez az srfzmr, afar a ’afar 

( 5 ) ihUiitz (zzr) ztz % wire az zfzzz, 

0.05 

0, 002 

0. 0006 

0.001 

0 . 0001 

afsnz it afar 

(e) arfr snaa (am), air % arena az 

“ 

0.001 

0. 0003 

0. 0033 

0 . 0003 

afawa, afar a afar 

( 7 ) zrafza (aar z<> aa° 2 at 3 ) , an % arena 

0-005 



0.002 

0.0002 

az, zfzz % afar 

0.01 

0. 0003 

0. 0001 

0. 0005 

0. 00001 

( 8 ) aiaatazata zutmmf (aaT mar 2 ) 


*afterz 
a aft 
aazar 

zftzz 
a aif t 
zzzzt 

arz ^ 1 

arenzaz, 

zfzaz 

afar, 

0 . 004 

afdvia 

zrz% 
arern az, 
afsrar a 
afar, 

0. 0005 

Wtdaid 

( 9 ) zaafarsm 

( 10 ) airfza (ammat 3 ), arc % zrenz az zfzzz, 


* * aftfsrr — 

a aft znzzT 



afar ^afatr 

( 11 ) azrfzzr (aar n.a <^a 3 ) , air % aiarz az afaaa, 





0. 00002 

afazzlzrer-T 

( 12 ) fafafaaa (air), ztz % arena az 





0. 0005 

zftrriTzfzT 


0 . 002 

0. 0006 
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1 

2 3 

4 

5 6 7 

(13) 

aaftre (aret ^n) , 'aia P rerrera rea refrerea, 
reftrn re refrea — 

0. 0001 

0.00003 — 

(14) 

retar (am Cu) rera P renrra rea srfrerere, 
refsra re refrea — 

0. 003 

0.001 — — 

(15) 

rearer (am Zn) , rera P rerma aa srfrerere, 
refrere ir refan — 

0. 003 

0.001 — — 

(16) 

airfare, aT^fare rem rererfam (rear pa), ma 

P reTrera rea, refren re refan — 

0. 003 

0.001 0.003 — 


*reiaretrea il fra ret$a,areTrei % Pte reatrere : — P ifre r^ pt 4 mre-Mreim 0. 0 1 rpr 1 


(a) t£t rent % (crifscT rear reg) P fag ga firPtfreare am Pt are frePtfrear arret it a'tfag, sit 
Ptfreq PtC 0 . 0 i ag TT^TfWT TT T TT?- TT TT tpo pTo pH Prat PtPtq | gff ma P T-TT-fr TT TT 
gmre ft farePa a ft mg ret am aPrere it ream arm mqar 1 

(re) STS PPt % 5F7T % Pag — 20 frePtfmrr sfSR Pt 6 0 frefPPraT aiPt it %n% 'fir, Ptf PtP fw^t, 3 Z>*I 
qrrfAfcr ?nr Tre rare atarfrenre aarenrea are 4, frePtfreag mre Pettit i refre are fwa 5 frerea an garret w | at 
345 RTT Pm mqreT Pt crrcoft it Prffa ^Paa' PtET nt ^rf^fWT B^t gSTT | I 

(re) PnrPa'rerrren afremom PPr P mre PfPq — 0.5 frePtfaar: afarPrerere am area Prre nr afire nm 
fTT TTT>fT (re) P fem f m afPra Ptfaq I Tp fasTO 5 fipTa TT remit afTT | at af TTT fP<TT mB <TI 
fp rercPt it at at retrer nr srfrenrere reft gm 1 1 

’ **remrifren arerP % freq aftrem- mre Pt rein finr ir are are rerere Ptfncr, mre are Pt area ^5 am a nag at i 
refc a? am nq ir rear gar afaa a ft, at are afistre it ana aia Pm mqreT i 


2. Praia % Prq 'tfpre rear frefrere : — mre remrefin 
mre nr TarR sra mPt am a at maret ar retrer at 
n rare i ret it Praia Pear rerm % are fair arere-affa ar? 
rent f'trer mffq mm, a fa Par ire reffsra ft, at qrereremre 
ar area ar atPrfaPra % mrea at mg ar% mffq i 
are: at Prat fremft ar r r^r a ar atfaaa PrfrePa aar 
qrerenrem ^5 % fwre a ar rear am in P Pnare it 
PPr Pt nr faar araar 1 

4^5 aar taaraareaTi srfman p 4 Prat m amaftn 
ar aia at ataat ar ara Pt arrerrar it, Praa fret 
f ^ ata at aa ar ant areft ars aat fiat aar a^f 
aaP a faat arare ar aa'Ta aft Par aar f m, a era 
faar araar, aret T ^ar aafaa Pa aaret at PraiPar 
at at mat 1 1 

arerat aT air aaraa Tfaa tPar it la fair apP 1 
4 fa aT w at (aarc 7 %r) ar ara ar gat Pr^st Pt 
aar fa®r are rfta at aa arqa air aaa art ate areft 
area a at a^t araat Paa-Tmt a fraaa Pet aa at 
arafft 1 

reta at aTaaraf a> a a aar aret it aft sf aaaaa 

cs. sb <5 ^ 

ret| Pt atafrat aT renPt a aft a pa Prere araar 1 

rrea^fca arer Pt Pfaa P Prg aqaaa PtPrata Pt 
arema Pt aaare 1 1 


2 . 1 fa$ aa : — Pmt aar afnat ac aft aaa 
ftaT, a?t arer asrft a a^a aT ara, aia aaT aat apt 
aarr a faff, are Pt rergrp i ?a re 4 are rqm aa it 
rePrre fap rerga :— 

"areiaa, reTarerat P a^faa " 
rearare II 

(^Pair 2 ar rea-aar ( 3) ] 

Praia (arefrePt faarere reP fattrea ) rePrfaaa, 
1963 (1963 ar 22) Pt rerer 17 P nsfta aaTg ma 
apt arenfaa faaat ar araa 1 

1. a'Prea am aaT arrea : — (i)fa faaat ar ara 
“asa^Tarera’ rer Praia (fairer re) faaa, 1972 ftai 

( 2) a Pt a^a ?fPP 1 

2. afrarre : — ^a faaat a 'rreaapa wtre’ 
re TreP area reream 1 re Pfafrere re treat a re faat 
aT reaafPa w-a refaaa 1 1 

3. faftrere ar rererre :- ret-a^fra am aT faafr 
a Pap faftnrre 5a aPa re faaT rera-iT fa a? faafo 
(aaTprat faarea ate faftarre ) afafaaa, 1 9 6 3 ^ ( *.963 
aT 22)Pt trm 6 P rea v a mPtre ran arrT areaatarea 
PPrrePt a ream | 1 
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4 . ftfteTT fa irfaqT : — (l^TEfar % 
ffafa TT 5TT7TT ufa TTHT fat ffafd-Tfa, gdl 
Tfa % fag 5T7T STWT fa fafaj gw fTTF 
flfa gm % *mr g% fH^rfar Rfarftrr gffar if 
Tcng gg ffarfafr fa faiTr ffafa (wfafa fW^ir 
far frfaw°r) ?rftrffa*r, 1963 ( 1963 TT 22 ) fa hth 
7 % Wfad HWcTr STFT ffaft ITT fafaw]- fa (fafa STP 
TUTHcr faw™T Tfl iTTr I ) fan dlfa faiRT 3 % 
st^rtt faffa'ir Tfa % fag; ^ w fa i 

( 2) TT-faTTT ( 1 ) $ fatd STcfa gTdT fBH faTTf 
fad-fag fa snuiffa drcfa % far-g-w i far qfa 
ffalfaft | 

( 3 ) fa-frfa ( 2 ) % wfar gfaT dfa faTTf 

fa Tlffa fa, srffafaT faTfaTT Tfa % q^Efuf qq ffafaijf 

^sffagfa3nfaT^ffafa(farfafafaqfag?ffa;ffafaoT) 

faErffaPT, 1963 fa KTPT 6 T faffa fafaq FFTT 3PT 
tew srr^ faffaWr % siggr % i 

( 4 ) faT facf^iT % TPTTT fafarfa TT fa WINTh 
fa fa farfa fan gfa titt TfaglTT sptt tt tern, 
ffarr 3 fa farurwr tt wgq rnr t w £ fa fa fa-fwr 
( 2 ) % faffa gw mi faggr fa srrffa qr ttt fair % 
fafa farffr-wr fa qfarg fnrfa-ifmr | fa faw fag 

Jit SFTFT TT ^TT I 

5 fdfafaT fa W 7 : — fafa fHfafJTn, fa ffafa 

srafa :- 

(t) n fa iiif T?Tfa % fafaqfar % q-farr if, itj 

(isT) fafar-Tfa bPT Hfa fafaffa fair TT fan 
faggr, q ifa fa srfanr % fair faj q-y 
qqfar gfatn-g Iwmq fa i 

6 . ffafaT qfar : — fa faqfa % m'nr, gT qfaar 
% fag qfa fan ffagrr gn £ qvfa g^ fa T'fa % fag 
Tfafa fT fa fa if fan, afar qfan t fag Tnfa-Tn 
50 ^ 0 % fafa ^ j t, ffaffsTT qfar % ^q ir fa nfar i 

7 . nqfa.-(i)ffaq' 4 t ^q-faqq ( 4 ) % nfaq 
fafasrw nfanm % qmr-qn fa ff gTR g nfaq nfa 
sirffa, i3H% jpt gq- smc n fairi" fa gnn % nr ffa t 
nfar, Tfa nffafa ir nnn fqwfar % ffa fa sfa^ 
TT Hfarr fa fafaq TTTP aPT gq THT T % fag Tfan 
fn t urrg 1 

( 2 ) grrnfan te fan tt ffannir fanr fa 91 

[fa 6 (l 4 ) 7 2 — fa 0 fao qqr fao go] 


S.O. 2757,. — Whereas the Central Government is ot 
opinion, that in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 6 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspec- 
tion) Act, 1933 (22 of 1E63). It fs necessary or expe- 

dient so to do for the development of the export trade 
of India to amend the notification of the Government 
of India in the late Ministry of Commerce. No, S.O. 
1270, dated the 25th March. 1966, in the manner speci- 
iled below: 

And whereas the Central Government has forward- 
ed the proposal in that behalf to the Export Inspec- 
tion Council, as required by sub-rule (2) of rule 11 
of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Rules, 
1964; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the said sub-rule 
the Central Government hereby publishes the said 
proposal for the information of the public likely to be 
affected thereby. 

2. Notice is hereby given that any person desiring 
to forward any objections or suggestions with respect 
to the said proposal may forward the same within 
thirty days from the date of publication of this noti- 
fication in the Official Gazette to the Export Inspection 
Council, ‘‘World Trade Centre”. 14/IB, Ezra Street 
(7th Floor), Calcutta-1. 

, Proposal 

The notification of the Government of India in the 
late Ministry of Commerce. No. S.O. 1270. dated the 
25th March, 1966, shall be amended as follows, name- 
ly:— 

In the Schedule to the said notification, the serial 
number and entry “3, Sulphuric Acid (battery 
grade)” shall be omitted and consequently 
serial numbers 4 to 21 shall be re-numbered 
as serial numbers 3 to 20 respectively. 

[No, 6(14)/72EIEP] 

M. K. B. BHATNAGAR, 

Dy. Director, (Export Promotion). 

TT° ?TTo 27 5 7. — TT fafaq THTH fa Tf j fa 

ffafer (qnfafa ffafaTr far ffafaN) fafafaT, 1 96 3 
( 1963 ti 22 ) fasnrr 6 3 r r r tit fafarfa TTqfair 
qrfa gg , rttt % fafaT sttitt t farm % fag ■gpid 
qTTTT % 'RNgq Tlffaq- faTTFT fa fafafTTT fa TIo gjo 
1270 , TPCfa 25 , BIT 1966 R gfa fafafae fafa if 
gfaETT TTdT srrT?W T4T Hfafaf # ; 

far TT: fafal T^TiT ^ ?T fafatT 7P7IT ffafa 
{qq-rfafaffasrirsifafafasTN) fFTT, i 964 %faim n 
T TT-faTR (2) JTH ffafa fafafT qfaq? 

fa $ T faqr f: ; 

5PT: TT, TTT RT-faiHT % 5 FJTTN fa, fafaq gyrry 
TfT T^FfTT fa TqTSTd: STFlfTT ?fa qfa NTRISTTrur 
fa Tr-TTTfa % f ig gq^^qTTT TTrfHrr Tfar 1 1 

2, gq? ?5fTTr gw fa Nffa ^ fa W STFW T Ti’T 

t ffafa srfaff ti gfrfaf fa wn fa it^r fa ttht fat 
sfaq t ?,-7 qg ^rfagTrr T iwn t Trfr i t fag Ttr 
t fagr rfaiT fafaifiq- qfarg, qfa fa gw, 1 4 / 1 -fa 
gsper gfa- (qrgfa q'ffa), thtti-i fa fa gfar 1 
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TRTTT 

trt ttfr % ttjt TrfrR tsttt TfsrgRTr 

TT° TTo 1270, TRfW 25 TIT, 1 966 f^FTfTpTT 
IS'T ^ TTtTT fan TTTfiT, TTfa : — 

TTT TfsrfTTI qfr TT'JTl' TR TS9T Tk TfafR: " 3- 
tRT (tjt TTP)’'H-T tT TfTTV, TTI 


3871 s 

TfTTRTPRT 4 7 21 ^ T1 TiTI^ RTT: 3 I 20 cPT 
T9 T-ITTTT % TT it JTlT^ltfaT # I 

[To 6(l4) 72- fTo fro TTT tr o To]. 

n_To %o fro TTTrTT,. 

TT-fT^fRT (fTTTT TTTT) I 


MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Indian Standards Institution 


New Delhi , the 22nd June 1972 


lapsed 


S. 0.2758.— Gmtiicpioi Mirks L'cmcn, dstails of which are mntionei in the Schedule given hereafter, have 
or their renewals deferred : 

The Schedule 


SI. licence No. & Name & Address of the 
No. Date of Issue Licensee 


Article 'Process and 
the Relevant IS : 
Designation 


S. O. Number 

and date of the Remarks 

Gazette Notifying 

Grant of Licence 


(1) 


(2) 


1 CM'L-’.R 
17-10-1950 


2 CM/L -347 
29-9-1961 


3 CM ’L — 374 
29-9-1961 


4 CM/L— 586 

26-9-1963 


5 CM'L— 627 
18-2-1964 


6 CM/ L— 628 
18-2-1964 


7 CM/L— 1371 

. 26-12-1966 


8 CM'L— 1596 
26-12-1967 


( 3 ) 


AsnnPlyvool Products, 
Village Kakojan, Nahorkatia, 
P. O. Jeypore (Assam). 

Tne Mysore Electro-Chemical 
Works Limited, 

Raj aj inagar, Yeswantpur , 
Bangalore (Mysore State). 

Abrol Engineering Co., Cir- 
calar Road, Kap arthala(Pb.) 


Tar & Bitumen Products Pvt. 
Ltd., 63/1, Belgachia Road, 
Calcutta. 


Da.J 


Do.| 


Pvt. Ltd., 

Mahesh Mukherjee Feeder 
Road, Ariadah24 Parganas. 


Taratoala Road, Calcutta-24. 


( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

(6) 

rei-chest plywood panels — 

S. O. 2659 dated Deferred after 

IS: 10—1964. 

5-11-1960. 

3 I-I-I 972 . 

Lead -acid storage batteries 

S. O. 2447 

Lapsed after 

for motor vehiclesdight 

dt. 14-10-1961, 

I 5 - 4 -I 972 . 

duty — 

IS: 395 — 1962 . 

Metal clad switches 15 

S. O. 1062 

Deferred after 

amos, 250 volts— IS : 

dt. 7-4-1962. 

3 I- 3 -I 972 . 

4064—1967. 

Bitumen felts — • 

S. O. 2959 

Renewal was deferred 

IS : 1322—1965. 

dt. 19-10-1963. 

after 15-10-1968 
the licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 

't applied sealing com - 

S. O. 943 

Renewal was deferred 

pounds— IS: 1834-1961. 

dt. 21-3-1964- 

after 15-6-1968; 

the licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 

Preformed fillers for ex- 72 

S. O. 943 

Renewal was deferred 

pansion joint in concrete. 

dt. 21-3-1964. 

after 15-6-1968; 

non-extruding and resi- 


the licence now 

lient type (bitumen- 


stands lapsed after 

impregnated fire) — IS: 


that date. 

1838 — 1961 

Laminated and heat treated 

S. 0 . 243 

Defeired after 

safety glass — IS : 2553- 

dt. 21-1-1967. 

3 I- 3 -I 972 . 

1964. 

, Plaster of paris, Grade 1 

- S. O. 284 

Renewal was deferred 

IS: 2333—1963. 

dt. 20-1-196S. 

atm 31-12-1971, 

the licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that da + e. 
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(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


9 CM/L — 1663 
27-3-1968 


io CM/L — 1680 
23-4-1968 

it CM/L— 1681 
23-4-1968 

12 CM/L — '1684 
30-4-1968 


13 CM/L— 1701 
17-5-1968 


14 CM/L— 1741 

12-7-1968 


15 CM/L— 1742 

12-7-1968 

16 CM/L— 1957 

23-4-1969 


17 CM'L — 1958 
28-4-1969 


Oswal Electricals, 49 Industrial Single — phase small ac S. O. I47 3 


Area, Faridabad (Haryana). 


and universal electric 
motors with class ‘A’ insu- 
lation o-l8 k-y (T'dllPl 
to 0-75 kw (1 HP)-- 
IS : 996 — 1964. 

Pathardih Engineering works. Structural steel (standard 
P. O. Pathardih (Dhanbad). quality) — IS: 226 — 1969. 


dt. 27-4-1968. 


D eferred 


afte. 


15-3-1972. 


Do.^ 


Structural steel (oriinary 
quality) — IS: 1977-1969. 


S. O. 2127 
dt. 15-6-1968. 

S. O. 2127 
dt. 15-6-1968. 


Marvel Pvt. Ltd, CT8,Naroda Endrin emulsifiable concen- S. O. 


Industrial Estate, AhmeJabad. trates — IS: 1310 — 195S. 


Agro Industrial Chemical Co, BHC dusting powders — 
13A Kalyani View, Rudrapur IS : 561 — 1962. 
(Nainital). 

Surrendra Industries (Bombay) Structural steel (standard 
Pvt. Lt quality) — IS: 226 — 1969. 

Pokhran Road Majiwada 
Village, Thana 


dt. 


S. O. 
dt. 


2127 

15-6-1968, 


2426 

6-7-1968. 


Deferred after 

30- 4-1972. 

Deferred af ter 
30-4-1972. 

Renewal was deferred 
after 30-4-1969; 
the licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 

Lapsed after 

31- 3-1972- 


Do.j 


Structural steel (ordinary 
quality) — IS : 1977 — 1969. 


S. O. 3150 
dt. 14-9-1968. 


S. O. 3150 
dt. 14-9-1968. 


Penta Chem Station Road, Copper oxychloride water S. O. 2288 
A hmednagar (Maharashtra). dispersible powder con- dt. 7-6-1969. 

centrates— IS : 1507 — 

1966. 

The Lansdowne JuteCo. Ltd., Hessian bags — IS: 3790- S. O. 2238 
200, Dakhindari Road, 1966. dt. 7-6-1969. 

Cilcutta-48. 


Lapsed after 
31-3-1972. 


Lapsed after 
3I-3-I972. 

Deferred after 
15-4-1972. 


Lapsed after 
15-4-1972. 


18 CM'L— 2058 

26-8-1969 


19 CM(L— 2201 
8-1-1970 


20 CM'L— 220) 

11-1-1970 

21 C ML— 2359 

2-7-197 3 


22 CM/L— 2379 

29-7-1970 


23 CM/L— 2576 
3-3-I97I 


24 CM/L — 2607 
29-3-I97I 


25 CM'L— 2623 
29-3-1971 


Eastern Electrical C). (P)LM- Tnree-phase induction 
26/22, Aerodrome Road, motors — 

Singanallur Post, C rimbatore- IS : 325 — 1961. 

5 (Tamri Nadu). 

Sree I ‘On Foundry & Eigg Flushing cisterns for water 
Works, Pvt. Ltd, closets and urinals — ■ 

63, G. T. Road, Liluah, IS: 774 — 1964. 

Howrah (W. Bengal). 


S. O. 3930 
dt. 27-9-196 9. 


Deferred after 
29-2-1972. 


S. O. 771 V Renewal was deferred 
dt. 28-2-1970. after 15-1-1971; 

the 1 icence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 


Ashok Traders Plot N ’. T29 DDT wa“er d'spersib'o 
-C, Govt Ini latrial Estate. pa.ajer concenu lies — • 
Kan uvli Wen' Bombay. IS: 565—1961. 

Elite C King C )., N igra Ki ;han Flushing cisterns for water 


Lai. Hithms Road, Agra 
(U.P.) 


closets an I urinals — 'IS: 
774—1964. 


S. O. 77t 
dt 2S-2-1970. 

S. O. 2109 
dt. 29-5-1971. 


Purushothem Goculdas Ply- Wooden flash door shutters S. O. 2109 
wood Co., Pappinisseri,?'. O. (Solid core type), with dt. 29-5-197 1 . 
Cannanor Disf. (Kerala). plywood face panels — 

IS: 2202 (Pan I) — 196O. 

Plastipeel C learcal Corpn.,A- Paint remover, solvent type. S. O. 2405 


171, Wagle Industrial Estate, 
Thana (West) (Maharahstra). 


non-flammable — IS :430- 
1964. 


Annapurna Metal Works, Sluice valves — IS : 780- 
Near Bondel Road, Railway 1967. 

Crossing Tiljala, Calcutta-39 

National Agro Chem'cals, C-2, BHG dusting powiers — 
Industrial Area, Patna-13- IS : 561—1962. 


dt. 19-6-1971. 
S. O. 2405 


Laos ‘d aft or 
I5-3-I972. 


Renewal was deferred 
after 15-7-197M 
ths licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 

Renewal was deferred 
after 31-8-1971 ; 

the licence now 
stands lapsed after 
that date. 

Deferred after 
15-3-1972. 


Lapsed after 


dt. 

19-6-1971. 

3I-3-U972- 

S. 

O. 2405 

Lapsed after 

dt. 

19-6-1971. 

3I-3-I972. 
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( 3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

26 CM/L — 2624 
29-3-1971 

National Ag v o Chemicals, C 2, 
Indiv ' rial Area, Patr>a-i3. 

A' dr in dusting powders — • 
IS: 1308 — 1958 

S.O. 2405 
dt. 19-6-1971 

Lapsed after 

31-3-1972. 

27 CM ’L — 2654 
30-3-1971 

Lucknow Foundries Goron.. 
Aishbagh. Goods Shed Road, 
Lucknow (U. P.). 

Flashing cisterns for water 
closets and urinals— 

IS : 774—1964 

S.O. 2405 
dt. 19-6-1971 

Deferred after 

31-3-1972. 

[No. CMD / 13 :i4] 


sftertf'.^ ferro ttiht 

( •aTT^cftq- Tfr=T^r TTTl) 


TT fe'fl, 2 2 -fT, 197 2 

TT° ni° 2 758. — T1% f3T?T STSTFT^r TTT HTf' TTl % 5^ SFHJTt if fTT T^ f Tf T1 T Tf T> ^rr f nTTl TTTT 


4 TM <«l 

PTfeT TT fen TTT | : 

TTTft 

O S\ 



TUT 

t^tt 

rfen tt tht nh; 

ttt nrrt ffe <tti 

471 fefe 

nr/Tfen ni T TcfHnnt 

fTTHl 

tvno nio <feTi 

TTT TTTTT 

ENT TTH TTT # 

feTzn 

( 1 ) 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

( 5) 

(6) 


1 

nr rrn/tTn -2 32 

TTT C T1?TT TT%4TTT, 

TIT nr ’TfTTt % 'TT^T? % 

irnc,nT° 2659,fTTfe 31-1-1972% 


17-10-1960 

ttt Tr%tTT, nn^Tfen, 

TTT- 

5-1 1-1960 T1TFTFTTI 



ttjt (nun) i 

IS: 1 0— 1 964 


O 

ntqn/trn-347 

fe t^T %fTTT 

tttt tnffTf % fetr ntoT-nnr 

trflo nto 2447 15-4-1972 % 


29-9-1961 

ttn fro, tttit>ttt, 

HTTifl tfefert (f rfe TTT 1 

fedTT 14-10-1961 TIT Tf 1 



TfrnT'pr, -T i r<?ffc(ngT 

TETR- 




TT7t) 1 

IS: 395-1962 


3 

nt trtr/rrn-374 

ttPit TTtfrrf tt %o 

“JE5 % TTTTTIT ffeT, 1 5 rrpft, 

TflT'lo 1062 fenT 31-3-1972% 


29-9-1961 

mcmT rr?, 

2 50 TI 6 T TT% — 

7-4-1962 TIT TTfTT 1 



t'jttti, (ttr ) i 

IS: 4064 - 1967 


4 

nttnr/crn-586 

TIT tfe fdTTTT TTTTTT 

fTTTTT % TFT — 

c\ 

TToTTo 2959, felTT TT TlfTT T1 


26-9-1963 

TT° feo, 63/l,TTTfeTT 

IS : 1322: 1965 

19-10-1963 TTfem 15 - 



flT, TTFJftTT 1 


10-1968 





%t ?TfTT 





f%TT TTI Tl, 





NT TTT fefe 





% Tf TTTT 
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( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


g 


rrrr/mTr-627 7JtTtt^ fVSRTl'T TIT 5?^ *pf *!»TTTT r ^T7r Tl% Tfll=r Trr?r rr?Tt> 5 fto 94 3 fTTFF 
18 - 2-1964 SHo f^T°, 63 / 1 , #?T- f % W 21 - 3-1964 

ilfiSTT Tfc, I IS : 1 8 3 4 — 19 61 


^T TT 

T#T7TJ|- 

15 - 6-1968 
Tt r«Tf>TT 
fjpn Tin <41, 
?r ^ ferf^r 

n TJ RETT 

^nrr I 


6 4ftT5/rn=i-628 

18 - 2-1964 


Sfiq^tz $ ITOTT % farr 
^fftfilcT (hi^i * , 'TT 417 7f 

tt% '?rVr 

jf'CTT % (fsfil^T'l' 661 W^- 
*T r ) — 

13 : 1838-1961 


943,fT^r ^tt ^nwr tt 
21 - 3-1964 T^WT 

15 - 6-1 67 
TIT oqfilrr 
fwr *rr, 
?r 7*rt frfa 

% 1 TR 

^TTTT | 


7 ffl nrr/rrBT- 13 71 r? f TCTFT 44#! T^mr TW ^tqtt TtT- 

26-12-1966 5TTo fTTTo, 7^ IS:2553-1964 

qfrri: ttt, ^fRnrir, 

24-'rnrnr i 


fT’ToSfro 243 , 31 - 1-1972 

21 - 1-1967 % 


8 TfTrnr/rrR-15 96 TTO tffnr TT l 

26 - 12-1967 ft 2 / 4 , dlHdU-tr T>t, IS: 2333-1963 
Td+HT-2 4 I 


^TTo^fto 2 84, fd'li't’ UT T | 'i/jV| ^rf 

2‘0— 1—1968 

31-12-1971 

OrfhcT 
f°FIT TRT «TT, 
5 -TT Tlfr fTf«T 
IT -H FT i 

jTTrr | 


9 Tft rr^/RT- 16 6 3 4 9 

27 - 3-1968 ^Tf^iFT itFrt, cp^TT- 
(fTOTFIt) 


n/TTTTt W\Z it ffY sfir TfdTAR rnroirTo 147 0 , fT-TFFT 1 5 - 3 - 1 9 7 2 
^rfTJT Tf'tTG TT V Tt>TT 2 7 - 4-1968 T TTT RTfTT I 
TT7T, 0 ; 18 f%° TTo ( 1/4 
fTToTTo ) *T 0 , 75 f% ° TT 0 
( 1 fJT ° TT o ) - 
IS: 996-1964 


10 


ittt / ir^f- 16 80 ti«r£Ts ^frfr 4 for wt , 

23-4-1968 srw, qTqTTfe (EFT' 

ttt) I 


TTTR 6 T^TRT (TTFT^fTITR') TRT°?TT° 2 1 27 , fVHT^T 30 - 4-1972 
IS: 226-1969 15 - 6-1968 % TTTRTfTRTI 


11 ittt/itit- 1681 
23 - 4-1968 


fTTTTT^TTT (TT’TPRT f%RT) rr?ToSTTo 2127 fTTTT 30-4-1972 
IS: 1977-1969 15 - 6-1968 


Sir . ;.)J 
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(l) _(2) (3) ( 4 > 

j 2 Tfrrm /mr- 1684 -h i ' =i r i tt° Pr® ’ft/ 1 8, ’iPf' 7 M 1 9 6 4f4 44 34- 
30-4-1968 4T131 f TfrfTpT IS: 1310-19 58 


TTFT ifr 212 7 f34T4T 34 44$ %4 

15-6-19 68 471 qqfqrrar 

39-4-1969 

44 ^'if^i 5 
fw mi 41, 
m 141 fqf4 
% 7^ 4T4T 
Hip i 


13 *^174/71/4-1701 

1 7-5-1968 

11 7ft tttt/ctpt- 1741 
12-7-1968 


fift 4* o , 

1 3-p, 4T7qFft pET, 7 ^- 
q"T (T-ffPlFT) 
ifirS fP3fl31 
41 o pTo 914 74, flT, 
41%T4T3 i 4i4, '9 mi 


15 7ftP4/p4-1742 

12-7-1968 

16 Tit p4/p4-1957 

23-4-1969 

17 Tit p4 /H/T- 19 5 8 

28-4-1969 


18 tfttnT/mT-20 58 
26-8-1969 


19 fflrrn/iTT'2201 
8-1-1970 


TTT 474, 41^11, 74*4 , M / " 

fr ^ 'M s i d <i jjt % ° Pr ° , 
20 0 3f'sM4ft ftT, 
«ti<44>- r l 1-4 8 

fT74 f^pRpfFTTio (Tlo) 
pTo 26/22, PfTfPTTf*, 
fTEFT^ 7 ' 9174, 4TPP : 4- 

vp’-s/pfapprr?) 

4f 5HTH' 4,14 ft fq f f% 

fzgf T4 qqq , ti o Pr ° , 

6 3, jfto Tfo Ti , f"l "M l , 
£1941 (fo 94pq) 


ft rnq rft v^ET 'TFTfT- 

IS • 56 1—19 6 2 

9T49T 374TT (91447 pFTP)- 

IS: 2 26— 19 69 

44*41 ^TFl (919mif7474) 
IS: 1977—1969 
7ft -Wl 41 44 Pf14419 44 44 
IS: 15 07-1966 

% ft* — 

IS:3790-1966 

) ft4%9t9m9tm 
iS: 3 25— 1961 


p4 9t 2426 pETFE 31-3-1972 

6-7-1968 % 419 7f 


P9 5ft 315 0 fppPF 3 1-3-1972 
14-9-196 8 % 919 

P9 »Tt 3150 pTPPF 31-3-1972 


14-9-1968 




pP 511 223 8 Pppp 15-4-1972 
7-6-1969 % ETTC FpplP 

pP 511 22 3 8 f94t97 1 5-4-1972% 

7-6-196 9 

pp 5ii 3 930 Petri 29 - 2-1972 

2 7-9-’ 96 9 47gT4 79p49 


49T49T 5ltT 944 Tfl 4 994 

gpft 999 4% fpFPt- 

IS: 7 7 4— 1964 


PP 5fl 7 71 f94147 
28-2-1970 


f P 9TS%P 

4T 99t4m9 
15-1-1971 
Pi ^94 
PfTpI 491 91, 
99 Wt faff 


2 0 rfr rrrr/rrfT- 220 9 519147 f3P r 9TT ft ft ft 49 PpTP'ffa 44 

j 4-1-1 970 12 9-Pt, wfffa ^9“ 

fqrqrq Trfffaf IS: 56 5- 1961 

qf944-g.il K 

21 *ft 154/1151-2359 P91^9 47lffaP %o, 7pm ’JWlHff 9t if 944 

2-7-1970 fq79pl HPT, ?1PT ft?, 9P71 999 4% f PlTTl — 
4Tm(^oSlo) IS: 7 7 4— 1 964 


nrr 41 7 71 fT4f47 
28-2-1970 


15-3-1971 

% grr m 


774 5flo 210 9 feri4T ^4 7T!f4T 
29-5-1971 44 44[47m 

15-7-1971 
471 74fqrT 
fw 441 41, 

44 47ft fafa 
% m 4PTT 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) 

22 jfr tTir/(T?r -237 9 JPEpTEETE TTE'MTf- ET#Y % EEEE TITT (STE T(E Sft 2109fTETT TE HTfEE 

29-7-1970 EtR E1E ETE), TTT CETT^- 29-5-1971 TT ETYTCT 

EE TvTRT fEET(%7TT) TE T TO EE f E- 31-8-1971 

IS:2202(E77 l) — 1966 TT RrfEE 

fTTT TTT et, 
EE"3EY fE*ft 
H T% RETT 
ETE I 

2 3 TfY tT^r/cr^T- 2 5 76 PET^TET TpETE TR- ZE flEE STEERT ,&TRET- 1JE ETo 2405 feETT 15-3-1972 

3—8—1971 qrYsTE TT-171, TTP% TEET, E^?TEEl?ftE- 19-6-1971 % ET7 TEfW 

ST^tTE - WPTT IS: 4 30- 196 4 
(qf>EE ) (EZR1R) 

24 Et nTi/iT^r- 2 607 EEqET ERT ETE, pTTT TEE ERE- TET TTT 2 4 0 5 fEETT 31-3-1972 

29-3-1971 ERE TR, TT# ETfEE IS:780-1967 19-6-1971 T ET7 T? 

fcREE, Tmrr -39 

25 ERe/;tE- 262 3 EEEE ^ TfETRI, TT- Ef TRET- HI Tito 2405 fEEIT 31-3-1972 

29-3-1971 2, ^EfREE nfw IS:561-1962 19-6-1971 % ETE Tf 

qSET-13 

26 Tlt^/ l : f T-26 2 4 „ EpRE EEE TRET— 3[E Sit 2 4 0 5 pEEtT 31-3-1972 

29-3-1971 IS: 1308-1958 19-6-1971 % ETE 

27 TftnTT/qTT-26 5 4 EER3; TT3 R<Ye TR- R^TTT^'f eR ERS Tit E ETE TIT *ft 2 4 0 5 PEER 31-3- 1972 

,3 0-3-197 1 TfTTET ^EEFT, EIE- E1EY r f 7T Tt EpRTt— 19 _ 6 _ 1971 % 5TTE TEpE^ 

EYETETYE EE'ET IS'/ 4- 1964 

(EoEo) 

[eY he fr/l3:l4] 

New Delhi, the 27 th June 1972 

S.O.27S9. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (i ) of Regulation 8 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Regulations, 
x955 5 as amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Institution, hereby, notifies that one hundred and seventeen licences, particulars* 
of which are given in the following Schedule, have been renewed during the month of October 1971. 

The Schedule 


££ ! 
© * 1 

Licence No. 
and Date. 

Period of Validity 
from to 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

Article/Process Covered by the Licence and 
the Relevant IS : Designation. 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

cM/L-169 

22-2-1960 

16-9-1971 

15-9-1972 

Mysore Insecticides Co. P/t. Ltd., 
Andhra Bank Building, 

6 Linghi Che tty Street, Madras- 1. 

BHC DP— IS : 561-1962. 

2 

cM/L-204 

28-6-1960 

16-10-1971 

I 5 -IO-I 972 

Jaipur Metals & Electricals Ltd., 

Near Railway Station, Jaipur. 

Copper rods for boiler staj -bolts and rival: 

IS : 288-J960. 

3 

cM/L-216 

29-8-1960 

1-9-71 

15 - 12-72 

Fort Gloster Industries Ltd., 

31, Chouringhee Road, Calcutta 16. 

Rubber- insulated cables and flexible coids 
for electric power and lighting (250/440 ar.d 
650/1100 volts grades) — IS 1434 (Parts I& 
II) — 1964. 
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4 

CM/L-24T 

2I-IT-TQ60 

16-K-71 

15-8-72 

Bharat Pulverising Ai ills Pvt. Ltd., 
Chinchpokli Cross Lane, Bycnlla, 
Bombay-8. 

BUG WDP— IS : 562-1962. 

5 

CM/L-340 

20-9-1961 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Mysore Insecticides Co. Pvt. Limited, 
Andhra Bank Building, 6 Linghi 
Che tty Street, Madras- t. 

DDT DP— IS : 564-1961. 

6 

CM/L-343 

27-9-1961 

16-TO-71 

15-10-72 

S. G. Can Factory, Yamuna Nagar, 
Rly. Station Jagadbri (Haryutia). 

18-Litre square tins — IS : 916-1966. 

7 

CM/1,-348 

11-10-1961 

1-1Q-71 

30-9-72 

The Malwa Vancspati & Chemical Co. 
Ltd-, Bhagitathpura, Indore. 

18-Litre square tins —IS : 916-196 6. 

8 

CM/L-403 

2-4-1962 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

The Hindustan Mineral Products Co. 
Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 27, Manganese 
Depot, Sewri, Bombay 22. 

BTTC DP— IS : 561-1962. 

9 

CM/L-429 

30-6-1962 

i- 9-7 t 

31-8-72 

Do. 

BIIC WDP— IS : 562-1962. 

10 

CM/L-440 

31-7-1962 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Mysore Insecticides Co. Pvt. Ltd., 
Andhra Bank Building, 6 Linghi 
Chetty Street, Madras 1, 

Endrin EC— IS : 1310-1958. 

1 1 

CM/L-444 

20-8-1962 

i-9-7i 

31-8-72 

Hindustan Steel Ltd., 

Ronrkela Steel Project, Roitrkcla 
(Orissa). 

Struetral Steel (standard quality) IS : 226- 
1969. 

12 

CM/L-445 

20-8-1962 

i-9-7i 

31-8-72 

Do. 

Structural steel (high tensile) — IS: 961-T962. 

13 

CM/L-446 

20-8-1962 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Do. 

Cold rolled carbon steel sheets — IS : 513- 
1963, 

14 

CM/L-447 

20-8-1962 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Hindustan Steel Ltd., 

Ronrkela Steel Project, Ronrkela, 
Orissa. 

Hot rolled carbon steel sheet and strip — 
IS ; 1079-1968. 

15 

CM/L-454 

3-9-1962 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

J. D. Jones & Co., (Private! Ltd., 

8. Danesh Sheikh Lane, Shibpore, 
Howrah. 

(a) Graphite for paint S' — IS : 62-1950 

(b) Graphite for use as foundry facing mate- 
rial — IS : 1305 — 1967. 

16 

CM/L-S15 

15-3-1963 

I-I0-7I 

31-3-72 

A. M. Rehmani, 

1863/Kalnpur, Punchapally, 
Ahmedubad-i. 

Dye-based fountain pen inks, blue, green, 
red & black — IS : 1221-1957, 

17 

CM/L-532 

30-4-1963 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Hindustan Steel Ltd., 

Ronrkela Steel Project, Ronrkela, 
Orissa. 

Structural steel (fusion welding quality) — 
IS : 2062-1969. 

18 

CM'L-573 

29-8-1963 

16-10-71 

31-12-72 

Nestlc’s Products (India) Ltd., 
Ludhiurta-Ferozepur Link Road, 
Near Kingwah Canal, Moga 
(Punjab). 

Condensed Milk, full cream, sweetened — 
IS : 1166-1957. 

19 

CM/L-579 

11-9-1963 

1-10*71 

30-9-72 

Dhierndra Metal Works, 

7/1, Banaras Road, Salkia, Ilowrah. 

Wrought aluminimn utensils, Grade SIC — 
IS : 21-1959. 

20 

CM/L-580 

11-9-1963 

1-I0-7I 

30-9-72 

Kohinoot Taint Colour & Varnish 
Works, Chbchurta Near Railway 
Station, Amritsar. 

(V) Enamel, interior ■ — IS : 133-1965. 

(i b j Enamel, synthetic, exterior. Type 1 — 
IS : 2932-1964 and 

(cl Enamel, exterior, Tvpe2 — IS : 2933- 

1964. 

21 

CM/L-587 

26-9-1963 

16-10-71 

I5-TO-72 

Wuyan Cement Factory, 

(M/s.l J. & K. Minerals Ltd. 

Wuyan District Anantnag (Kashmir!. 

Ordinary Portland cement — IS: 269-7967, 
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22 GM/L-61Q i-tq-71 

31-12-1963 


23 

CLI/L-672 

14-5-1964 

1-9-71 

24 

CM/L-706 

29-6-1964 

16-11-71 

25 

CM/L-707 

29-6-1964 

16-11-71 

26 

CMT-732 

29-6-1964 

1-11-71 

27 

CM/L-733 

29-6-1964 

i-it-7i 

28 

CMT-774 

24-8-1964 

16-9-71 

29 

CM/L-775 

24-8-1964 

16-9-71 

30 

CM'L-776 

28-9-1964 

16-10-71 

31 

CM/L-793 

30-9-1964 

I-IO- 7 I 


30-9-72 Asian Cables Corporation Ltd., 

Pokhran Road, Post Box No. II, 

Thana (Maharashtra). 

Type Voltage Conductor 

Grade 


(i a ) PVC Insulated 
Cables 


(0 Single 

core 

250/440 and 

Copper or 

(unsheathed) 

650/1100 

aluminium 



volts 


(it) Single 

core. 

205 — 440 

Cooper or 

twin. 

twin 

volts. 

aluminumi 

with 

F.CC, 



three 

and 



four 

cores 




(PVC sheathed). 

(Hi) Single core, 650G100 aluminium 
twin, three & volts only, 

four cores cir- 
cular (PVC) 
sheathed), 

(b) PVC Insulated 
Flexible Cords. 

(iv) Twin twisted 250 440 Copper only 

(linseathed). volts. 

(v) Circular tow 250/440 Copper only 

core (PVC volts. 

scathed). 

(vi) Circular 3 250/440 Copper only 

core (PVC volts. 

sheathed). 

(vii) Circular four 250/440 Copper only 

core (P.V.C. volts. 

sheathed). 

IS: 694— (Part & II)— 

1964- 

31-8-72 Hindustan Steel Ltd. Structural steel fordinary qualiij) — 

Rourkcla Steel Plant, Rourkela, IS : 1977-1969. 

Orissa. 

15-5-72 Rama Rolling Mills, Structural steel (standaid quality )— 

156, Manicktola Main Road, IS : 226-1969 

Calcutta. 

1 5-5-72 Do. Structural steel (ordinary quality) — 

IS : 1977-69. 

31-10-72 Sri Rama Machinery Corpn,, Pvt. Ltd. Structural steel (standard quality) — 
Catholic Centre, j/6 Armanian St., IS : 226-1969. 

Madras. 

31-10-72 Do- Structural steel (ordinary quality) — 

IS : 1977-1969. 

1:5-9-72 Angalo Brothers Ltd., Shellac, machine made. Grades D-l, D-2, 

7, Ram Gipal Ghosc Road, I to IV — IS : i6-r956, 

Cossiporc, Calcutta-2. 

15-9-72 Do. Bleached lac, surface — dry IS: 17-1956. 


15-10-72 Bhagson Paint Industries (India) Putty for use on metal frames— IS : 419-1567 
16-A, DLF Industrial Area, 

Najafgarh Road, New Delhi-15. 

30-9-72 National Steel Works Ltd., Structural steel (S'ar.dard quality . — 

Warden House (First Floor), IS : 226-1969. 

Sir Firozeshah Mehta Road, 

Fort Bombay. 




I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

32 

CM./L-794 

30-9-1964 

I-I 0 - 7 I 

S30-9-72 

1 

National Steel Works Ltd., 

Warden House (First Floor), 

Sir Firozeshah Mehta Road, 

Fort Bombay. 

Structural steel (ordinary quality) 

IS ; 1977-1969 

33 

cm/L-iois 

26-2-1965 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Mys°tc Insecticides Cu. pvt. Ltd., 
Andhra Bank Building, 6, Lirtghi 
Clietty Street, Mudras-I. 

RHG EC — IS : 632-1966. 

34 

CM;L-io55 

20-4-1965 

I-I 0 - 7 I 

15-3-72 

Indian Mineral Industries Ltd., 
Trenching Ground Approach Road, 
Agarpara, 24 Pargamts. 

BI 1 C DP~ IS ; 561-1962. 

35 

CM/L-1150 

4-10-1965 

I-I 0 - 7 I 

30-9-72 

Asian CabLs CotpoTation Ltd., 
Pokhran Road, Post Box No. 11, 
Thana (Maharashtra). 

PYC insulated (heavy duty) electric cal les 
lor working voltigts upto ard inclttirg 
1100 volts with copper and alltniiiiim 
conductors — IS : X554 (Part 13-1964. 

36 

CM/L-1153 

12-10-1965 

16-10-71 

31 - 12-72 

NasUe’s Products (India) Ltd., Soluble cofee powder — IS : 2791-1964. 

Ludhiana-Feiozcpur Link Road, 

Near Kingwait Canal, Moga (Punjab). 

37 

CM/L-1189 

6-1-1966 

16-10-71 

31-12-72 

Do.' 

Infant milk food — IS : 1 547-1 9C0. 

38 

CM/L-1213 

25-2-1966 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

The Hindustan Mineral Products Co. 
Pvt, Ltd., Plot No. 27, Martgancso 
Depot, Se-wri, Rontbay-22. 

, DDT DP— IS : 564-1961. 

39 

CM/L-1218 

2-3-1966 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

United Wire Ropes Ltd., 

Marutikumai Paod, Pancltpakhadi, 
Thana. 

(а) Steel wire ropes for haulage purposes 
in mines — IS : 1S56-1961 and 

(б) Steel wire ropes for winding pmposea 
in mines— IS : 1855-1961. 

40 

CM/L-1319 

29-8-1966 

I - 9 - 7 1 

31-8-72 

Dukatt & Co., (P) Ltd., 

83, Tapsia Road (South), Calcutta 

-46- 

Integral cement water proofm g compounds— 

IS : 2645-1964. 

4 i 

CM/L-1321 

13-8-1966 

('16-8-71 

15-8-72 

Entoma Insecticides & Agio 
Chemicals (Kerala, A- 3 Shed, In- 
dustrial Estate, Olavakkot, Talghat-z 
(Kerala). 

DDT— DP — IS : 564-1961. 

42 

CM/1,-1322 

30-8-1966 

I-I0-7I 

30-9-72 

Multiwcld Wire Co. (P) Ltd., 

Marol Maroshi Road, Marol, 
Bombay-59. 

Hard-diawn siecl wire fabric for concrete 
reinforcement — IS : 1566-11967. 

43 

CM/L-1327 

31-8-1966 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Imperial Chemical Industries (India) 
(P) Ltd., 

Rishra, Disit. Moeghly (W.B.) 

Low density polylherc pipet- IS : 3076- 
1968 

44 

CM/L-1328 

6-9-196 

[16-9-71 

15 - 9-72 

S.R.P. Tools, Ltd./ 

Lattica Bridge, Tiiuvanmiyur, 
Madras -41. 

Milling cutters- -IS : 1830-1961. 

45 

CM/1,-1329 

6-9-1966 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

D0.3 

Reamers — IS : 1836-1961. 

46 

CM/J.1338 

29-9-1966 

I-I0~7I 

30-9-72 

Asian Cables Corporation Ltd., 
Pokhran Road, Post Box No. it, 
Thana (Maharashtra). 

Paper— insulated Red-sheathed cablet, upto 
11 kV only— .IS : 692-1965 

47 

CM/L-1340 

30-9-1966 

I-I0-7I 

30-9-72 

Ilydeiabad Allwyn Mela] Wotks Ltd., 
Sanatnagar, I-Iydeinbad-i8, 

Welded low carbon steel glass cylinders for the 
storage and transportation of Liquefied 
petroleum gases— IS : 3196-1968. 

48 

CM/L-1356 

30-XX-1966 

1-7-71 

31-12-71 

Travancore Chemical & R 5 fg. Co. Ltd. 
Elor, Udyogmandal P.O., via 

Alwaye, (Kerala). 

BHC WDP— IS : 562.-1962. 

49 

CM/I--1465 

26-6-1967 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

The Hindustan Mineral Products Co. 
Pvt. Lid., Plot No. 27, Manganese 
Depot, Sewri, Bombay -22. 

Malalhion EC— IS : 2567-1963. 


50 CM/L-I 472 
13-7-1967 


1-9-71 


31-8-72 


Do. 


Endrln EC— TS : 13T0-1958, 
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51 

CM/L-14S0 

24-7-1967 

I-II- 7 I 

31-10-72 Howrah Light Casting Co. fP) Ltd., Sluice valves ior waterworks purposes : 

74, Banaias Road, Howrah. Classes 1 and 2 , upto 300 mm sizes — 

IS : 780-1969. 

52 

CM/L-1498 

25-8-1967 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

Asian Cables Corporation Ltd., 
Pokhrari Road, Post Box No. it, 
Thana (Maharashtra) 

Hard-drawn stranded aluminium ard steel 
cored aluminium conductors lor overhead 
power transmission purposes — 

IS : 398-1961. 

53 

CM/L-15T7 

15-9-67 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Jayajakshmi Fertilisers, 
Venkatarayapuram, Tanuku, West 
Godavari Distt. (A.P.) 

BHC dusting powders— IS : 561-1962. 

54 

cM/L-1518 

15-9-1967 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Do.* 

DDT WDP—- IS : 565-1961. 

55 

CM/L-1519 

15-9-1967 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Do." 

BHC WDP — IS : 562-1962. 

56 

CM/L-1520 

15-9-1967 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Do.' 

Endrin EC— IS ; 1310-1958. 

57 

CM/L-1528 

15-2-1967 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Mysore Insecticides Co. P- Lid., 
Andhra Bank Building_6 Linghi, 
Chetty Street, Madras-i. 

Copper oxyehkrido V DP— IS 1507-1566 

58 

CM/L-X530 

26-9-1967 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

Warren Meta] Industries Ltd., 

‘H’ Block Hide Roqd, Kidderporo, 
Calcmta-43. 

Tca-chest metal fillings— IS : jo-1964. 

59 

CM/L-1545 

9-10-1967 

16-10-71 

15-10-72 

Eltcr Engineering Corpn., Pvt. Ltd., 
Krishnaraypuram Road, Ganapaihy 
post, Coimbatore-6 

Three-phase induction motors, 2-2 k"W 
(.ihp), 3 ■ 7 kW (5hp), 5 -5 kW (7 ' 5hp) and 
7-5 kW (10 hp) with class ‘A* Insulation • 

IS : 325-1961. 

60 

CM/L-1547 

19-10-1967 

i-n-71 

30-4-72 

M. B. Industries, Industrial Area, 
Jaipur West. 

Cast-iron flushing cisterns high level, bell 
type 12 ’5 litres capacity — IS: 774-1964. 

61 

CM/L-1552 

24-10-1967 

i-n-71 

31-10-72 

Industrial Cables (India), Lid., 
Industrial Area, Rajpura (Pb.) 

Hard-drawn stranded aluminium and steel- 
aluminium conductors for overhead 
power transmission purposes — 

IS : 398-1961. 

62 

CM/L-1563 

14-11-1967 

16-8-71 

[15-2-72 

Rajasthan Cable Industries, Pvt. Ltd., 
Heavy Industrial Area, Kota 3 
(Rajasthan). 

P\C insulated cables with aluminium 
conductors, 250/440 and 650/nco volts 
grade, single core (unsheathed and 
PVC sheathed) — IS : 694-CPart II) 

1964. 

63 

CM/L-1701 

17-5-1968 

1-10-71 

31-3-72 

The Agro Industrial Chemicals Co., 
13-A, Kalyani View, Rudrapur 
(Nainital). 

BHC dusting powder — IS : 561-1962. 

64 

CM/L-1781 

30-8-1968 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Chettinad Content Corporation Ltd., 
Puliyar, Karur Taluk, Trichy 
Distt. (Tamil Nadu). 

Ordinary Portland cement- IS : 269-1967 

65 

CM/L-1789 

16-9-1968. 


r 30-9-72 

Burmah She]] Oil Storage & 
Distributing Co. of India Ltd., 
Burmah Shell Plouse, Ballard Es- 
tate, Bombay-l. 

Hexane, food Grade — IS : 3470-1966. 

66 

CM/L-1792 

16-9-1968 

I-IO-7I 

30-9-72 

Khodiyar Pottery Works Ltd., 
Opposite Railway Station, Sihor 
(Gujarat). 

Vitreous sanitary epplierccs— IS ; 2556 
(Pt. II to VI & X)— 1967. 

67 

CM/L-1795 

17-9-1968 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

Bhavnagar Vegetable Products Ltd., 
Bunder Road, Bhavnagar. 

18 litre square tins — IS : 916-1966. 

68 

CM/L-1798 

30-9-1968 

I-IO-71 

31-3-72 

Advani Oarlikon (P) I.td., 

Vandalur, Malakonayur Village, 
Chingelpot Distt. Tamil Nadu. 

Covered electrodes for metal arc welding ol 
mild steel — IS 814-1967. 

69 

CM/L-1804 

9-10-1968 

x-9-71 

31-8-72 

Hindustan Steel Ltd,, 

Rourkola Steel Plant, Rourkela, 
Orissa. 

Galvanized steel sheets (plain and corrugated) 
IS : 277-1969. 
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70 

CM/L-1814 

15-10-1968 

16-10-71 

15-10-72 

I.. Madanlal (Aluminium) Pvt. Lid., 
2 Haron Muklicrjoc Road, Belur, 
Howrah. 

Aluminium utensils, SIC grade— -IS: 21 
1959- 

7i 

CM/L-1824 

13-10-1968 

I-IX-7I 

30-4-72 

Him Pine Industries, 

Harrawala, Distt. Dohra Dun. 

Plywood tea-chest battens- -IS : 10-1964 

72 

GM/L-1839 

22-11-1968 

I-I 0 - 7 I 

31-3-72 

The Agro Industrial Chcniicals Co., 
13-A, Kalyani View, 

Ruderpur (Nainital). 

Aldrin eniulsifiablc concentrates — IS: 1307- 
1958. 

73 

CM/L-1875 

23-12-1968 

J-J0-7I 

30-9-72 

Asian Cables Corporation Ltd., 
Pokhran Road, Post Box No. 11, 
Than a (Maharashira). 

Polythene insulated and PVC sheathed 
cables, single core and But twin with 
aluminium conductors— IS : 1596-1962. 

74 

CM/L-1892 

14-1-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Jayalakshmi Fertilizers, 

Venkatarayapuram, Tannku, 

West Godavari Distt. (A.P.) 

DDT DP — IS : 564-1961. 

75 

GM/L-1893 

14-1-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Do, 

Parathion EC- — IS : 2129-1962. 

76 

CM/ L- 1 93 1 
27-2-1969 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

The Hindustan Mineral Products 

Co., Pvt. Ltd., 

Plot No. 27, Manganese Depot, 
Sewri, Bombay-22. 

DDT WDP— IS : 565-1961. 

77 

CM/L-1948 

31-3-1969 

16-10-71 

T 5-4-72 

Bhagson Paint Industries (India), 

16- A, DLF Industrial Area, 
Najafgarh Road, New Dclhi-15. 

Enamel, interior : 

(a) undercoating, (b) finishing, colour as 
required — IS : 133-1965. 

78 

CM/L-1954 

16-4-1969 

16-10-71 

T 5-4-72 

Do. 

Ready mixed paint-— IS : 123-1962. 
and IS : 3536-1966. 

79 

CM/L-1967 

6-5-1969 

16-9-71 

I 5-9-72 

Jayalakshmi Fertilizers, 
Venkatarayapuram, Tanuku, 

West Godavari Dislt. (A.P.) 

Malathion EC — IS : 2567-1963. 

Ro 

CM'L-I97q 

16-5-1969 

16-10-71 

l5'-IQ-7X 

Bhagson Paint Industries (India). 
16-A, DLF Industrial Area, 
Najafgarh Road, New Delhi-15. 

(<ri Distemper, dry, colour as required— 

IS : 427-1965- 

(b) Distemper, oil emulsion, colour as 
required — IS : 428-1953. 

8 i 

CM/L-1975 

22-5-1969 

I-IQ-7I 

3Q-9-72 

Kohinoor Paint Colour & VarniBli 
Works, 

Chheharta — Near Railway Station, 
Amritsar. 

(a) Distemper, dry, colour as required— 

IS : 427-1965. 

(i b ) Distemper, oil emulsion, colour as 
required— IS : 428-1969. 

82 

CM/L-2000 

30-6-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

Do. 

Black Japan, Type ‘A’ — IS : 341-1952. 

83 

CM’L-2062 

29-8-1969 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Indo-Jupan Steels Ltd., 

5/1, G.T. Road, Belur, Howrah 
Distt. 

Structural steel (standard quality)— 

IS : 226-1969. 

84 

CM/L-12063 

29-8-1969 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Do. 

Structural steel (ordinary quality) — 

IS : 1977-1969. 

85 

CM/L-2066 

8-9-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Industrial Electrodes & Gauges Ltd., 
146, Andul Road, Howrah-3. 

Covered electrodes for metal are welding 
of mild steel normal penetration type — 
IS : 814-1967. 

86 

CM/L-2073 

12-9-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Sangam Elec. & Mcch. Industries, 
Plot No. 13/14, Industrial Estate, 
Sangli (Maharashtra). 

Three-phase induction motors, squirrel 
cage, 2- 2 kW (3 hp) and y 7 kW (5 ftp) 
ratings, four pole, 400/440 volts with clasp 
‘A’ insulation only — IS : 325-1961. 

87 

CM/L-2093 

30-9-1969 

I-IQ- 7 I 

30-9-72 

K. R. Steel Union Pvt. Ltd., 

16-D, Industrial Area, Kalyani, 
Distl. Nadia (West Bengal). 

Structural steel (standard quality)— 

IS : 226-1969. 

88 

CM/L-2094 

37-9-1969 

I-IQ- 7 I 

30-9-72 

Do. 

Structural steel (ordinary quality) — 

IS : 1977-1969. 

89 

CM/L-2IQQ 

30-9-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

0. P. Oberoi & Co., 

College Road, Puthankot. 

Plywood tea-chest battens — IS 10-1964. 

90 

CM/L-21CU 

30-9-1969 

i-iO” 7 i 

30-9-72 

Nandi Provender Mills, 

33, Najafgarh Road, Industrial Area, 
New Dclhi-15. 

Compounded feeds for/cattle— IS : 2052-1962, 
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91 

CivFL-2157 

28-11-1969 

'"i-ia-71 

30-9-72 

Kohinoor Paint Colour & Varnish Works, Aluminium paint for general purposes in 
Chheharta — Near Railway Station, dual container — IS ; 2339-1963. 

Amritsar. 

92 

CM/L-2158 

28-11-1969 

516-9-71 

15-9-72 

Mysore Insecticides Co. Pvt. Ltd., 
Andhra Bank Building, 6 Linghi 
Chetly Street, Madras- 1. 

BIIC DP — IS ; 561-1962- 

93 

CM/L-217Q 

10-12-1969 

'16-9-71 

B15-9-72 

Do.' 1 

DDT DP— IS : 564-1961. 

94 

' CM/L-2194 
31-12-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

Sylvan & Company, 

62/2, Chatla Rnod, Cnlcutta-27. 

Tea-chest metal fittings — IS: 10-1964. 

95 

CM/L-2204 

9-I-I97Q 

16-7-71 

15-1-72 

Avadh Plywood Industries, 

Bahraich Road, Gonda (U.P.) 

plywood tea-chest battens, — IS; 10-1964, 

96 

CM/L-2228 

29-1-1970 

1-11-71 

31-10-72 

An ant Industries (Regd. - ) 

Near M-30. Industrial Area, 
Jullundur City. 

(a) Carpenter’s metal bodied smooth bench 
planes nominal size 45, 50 and 60 mm only; 

(fi) Carpenter’s metal bodied jack bench 
planes, nominal size 50 and 60mm only 

and 

(c) Carpenter-- metal bodied bench planes, 
nominal siz 60 mm only. — IS ; 4057-1967. 

97 

CM/L-2285 

30-3-1970 

i-iQ-71 

1 30-9-72 

Asian Cables Corporation Ltd., 
Pokhran Road, Post Box No. it, 
Thana (Maharashtra). 

Cal Single cote, 250/440 volts and 650/1100 
volts grade with aluminium conductors ; 
and 

(hi twin-corc,flat,25o/440 volts and 650/1100 
volts grade with aluminium conductors — 
IS : 3Q35(Part-II)-i965. 

98 

CM/L-2294 

31-3-197° 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

A. Paul Instrument Co., 

Ward No. 3, Jind (Haryana). 

General purpose glass thermometers Schedule 

7 & 8, range o-joo c> C — IS: 2480-1964. 

99 

CM'L-2297 

31-3-1970 

I-iQ-71 

31-3-72 

Tropical Agrosystems (P) Ltd., 

520/2B, Vanagaram Raod, 

Ambattur, Madras-53. 

BIIC DP— IS : 561-1962. 

too 

CM/L-2298 

31-3-1970 

I-iQ-71 

‘31-3-72 

Do. 

DDT DP— IS : 564-1961. 

lax 

CM/L-2399 

31-8-1970 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Gannon Dunkerlev & Co. Ltd., 

Old B.P.T. Road, Mahul, 

Bombay-74 AS. 

Welded low carbon steel gas cylinders of 
33- 3 litres water capacity for hestorage the 
and transportation of low pressure lique- 
fiable gases — IS : 3196-1968. 

102 

CM/L-2404 

IQ-9-I97Q 

16-9-7: 

15-9-72 

Regal Products Private Ltd., 

186, Royapettah High Road, 
Royapeltah, Madcas-14. 

Dye-based fountain pen ink, blue — , 

IS : 1221 — 1957. 

103 

CM/L-2406 

n-9-1970 

116-9-73 

15-9-72 

Jayalakshmi Agro Chemicals, 
Amnravathi Road, Gorantla Village, 
Limits P.O. Guntur 2, Guntur Distt, 
(A.P.). 

BHC DP— IS : 561-1962. 

104 

CM/L-2408 

XI-9-I7Q 

I-II-7I 

730-4-72 

Artce Minerals, 15/7, Mathura Road, 
Faridabad (Haryana). 

Endrin cmulsiflable concentrates — 

IS : 1310-1968. 

1 05 

CM'L-2409 

28-9-1970 

I-IQ-71 

'30-9-72 

Continental Industries, 

S/34-39, Industrial Estate, 

Bapunagar, Ahmcdabad-21. 

Metal healed frames : 

(a) with wooden lateral supports and 

(b) with Btecl lateral supports — 15:4465-1970 

iq6 

CMdL-2410 

28-9-1970 

I-IQ-71 

31-5-72 

All India Medical Corporation., 

Simpoli Road, Borivli (West) 
Bombay-66. 

Majaihion EC — IS : 25G7-1963. 

107 

CM/L-2412 

28-9-1970 

T-IO-71 

30-9-72 

Snnray Chemical Industries, 1 

Moti Lai Nehru Road, Agra. 

BHC water dispersible powder concentrates — 
IS : 562-1962. 

108 

CM/L-2413 

28-9-1970 

1-10-71 

31-3-72 

Ramkrishan Kulwantrai Steels, Private 
Ltd., 

4Q3-A, Tiruvottivur High Road, 
(Next to Ajax Bus Terminus), 
Timvottiyur, Madras-19. 

Structural steel (standard quality;— 

IS : 226-1969. 

109 

CM./L-2414 

28-9-1970 

I-IO-71 

3l“3-72 

Do. 

Structural steel (ordinary quality V— 

IS : 1977-1969. 
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no 

CM/L-2416 

28-9-1970 

i-ia-71 

31 - 3-73 

The Taca Iron & Steel Co., Ltd., 
Jamshedpur. 

Cold twisted deformed steel bars for concrete 
reinforcement — IS : 1786-1966, 

in 

CM/L-2418 

30-9-1970 

1-1O-71 

30 - 9-72 

Multiplex Agro Chemicals (P) Ltd. BHC DP — IS : 561-1962. 

Plot No. 184/11 & 184/12, Naroda 

Industrial Estate, Naroda, Ahmedabad. 

1 12 

CM/L-2419 

16-10-1970 

16-10-71 

15-10-72 

Manju Electrical Industries, 

Pollachi Road (12II1 Km.) Malumi- 
cham patti, Chettypalayam Post, 
Coimbatoi’e Distt. (Tamil Nadu). 

Three-phase induction motors upto 3-7 
kW. (5 hp) 400/440 volts with class ‘A’ 
insulation — IS : 325-1961. 

ii3 

CM/L-2422 

7-10-197Q 

16-10-71 

30-6-72 

National Pesticides, 

5, Industrial Estate, Vidisha (MP.) 

DDT dusting powders — IS : 564-1961. 

114 

, CM/L-2424 
12-IQ-1970 

16-1Q-71 

15-4-72 

Som Engineering Corporation, 

96-B, Co-operative Industrial Estate, 
Govind Nagar, Kanpur. 

AC single-phase propellertypc ventilating 
exhaust fan for use at voltage not exceeding 
250 v, siite 450 mm only— IS : 2312-1967. 

115 

CM/L-2425 

14-10-1970 

16-IO-71 

15-10-72 

Narang Breweries, 

Navvabganj, Distt. Gonda (U.P.) 

Beer — IS : 3865-1966. 

n6 

CM/L-2428 

19-10-1970 

16-10-71 

15-10-72 

Hindustan General Industries Ltd., 
Nungloi, Delhi. 

Welded low carbon steel gas cylinders for 
the storage and transportaion of low 
pressure liquefiable gases of 33-8 litres 
water capacity — IS : 3196-1968, 

H 7 

CM/L-2430 

30-10-1970 

16-10-71 

15-10-72 

Rockw'eld Electrodes Indiu Ltd., 

29, Industrial Estate, Ambatturm 
Madras -58. 

Covered electrodes for metal arc welding of 
mjld steel, normal penetration type — 
IS : 814 — 1967- 


[No. CMD/ 13:12.] 


Tf 2 7 3fT, 1972 

riTTo 3 } To 2 75 9 . — OT JPTT TT ETflfaT TFTF 3 T«TT (STTETT f^) WtHT 1 95 5 % f#m 8 % T'lfafWT 

( 1 ) % SFJTR ^TTTfq- W # 5 «Tr ^ % STfa^TT f%T! TETT | fo 19 71 spjg/fr ^ faTCT ffffT 

f^rr ttct 117 ^rr^rfr tt fw wr t •• — 



vTTTRTT ¥WT SlV 

ftJTT 

"1 IStt/ttl 1 3TT HlB 

TdT 

pti im % srsfft- 

TTPTTTT -TtTT rA f JJ l_„J i.'s.TT * 

* 

cEP 

TETET 

(0 

( 2 ) 

(3) 


(3) 

(6) 

1 

Tft rnr/jTsr-1 69 

1 6-9-1971 

15-9-1972 

Rf[T Tet'tjTlMKdei T'o 5Tjo 

PT ifl T-M '1 fdd"t 


22-2-1960 



fkfo, SlttT ^5 frfi'SU , 6 

IS: 561-1962 





f*Eft tfrz, 2T37TT— 1 


2 

jft tTFr/rmr— 20 4 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

ifETT tp T S' 

*■3 IB si J Tpfi ^TTeTt 


28-6-1960 



fifo, ftiTT LET 

fTtff % fmt rITt 





5EPJT 

— 






IS: 288-1960 

3 

BJT/pT— 2 1 6 

1-9-71 

15-12-72 

tfitT fvfo, 

fWiT TFP ilk 


29-8-1960 



31, Tt?, TvEfnTT-16 

T>bfr % fvTP TITS' 


fifsTT *fk ?n? 


TlfTilt (250 
440 wk 650/1 100 
TtvT ife) — 

IS: 434 (STET 1 

?f[T 2) — 1964 
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4 tft Onr/tTTrT— 24 1 
21-1 1-1960 

5 trrr/17T-340 
20-9-1961 

6 ^ iTR/^-343 
27-9-1961 

7 TTTf/tFT-348 
11-10-1961 

8 trR/iT^r-403 
2-4-1962 


9 Tft TTTT/q^T— 4 29 
30-6-1962 


10 tft^AtT-440 
31-7-1962 

11 4fr TTjr/q^r — 444 

20-8-1962 

12 Rt 445 

20-8-1962 

13 tTR-/'^r-446 
20-8-1962 

14 TTTT/tT7?r— 44 7 
20-8-1962 

15 # cnr/>^r-4 54 
3-9-1962 


16-8-71 15-8-72 


16-9-71 15-9-72 


16-10-71 15-10-72 


1-10-71 30-9-72 


1-9-71 31-8-72 


1-9-71 31-8-72 


16-9-71 15-9-72 


1-9-71 31-8-72 


1-9-72 31-8-72 


1-9-71 31-8-72 


1-9-71 31-8-72 


16-9-71 15-9-72 


TTTT 353 f^r UTo 

ftr°, F^t'i^.-T) Titir kr, 

*jr<> srro 

fao, wtCT faftST, 6, 
ftpft TSHT-1 

ir^o sffo Jprr zpJST 

dT < t 'ddlti {1 
(ifTTITT) 

TF-fTT =RT4 Pci U u t: ^frrspT 
° fao, TTftrrgrr, 

fr PHHOH 

srro fko, kHfd ?fo 27 , 
kpfrr fek, fmtr, amf- 
22 

o 5TT 0 fTo , '-<-1 1 d tfo 2 7— 
kr>fkr fkfr, fPi d Cl ~4 T4 4,— 
22 

spo TT° 

fro, sTFtr frfepn - , 

6, f%TfV HURT- 1 

1%o, 

^TT 5f6t"|T 
(Tftnr) 


^ 0 ^ o 5f[i4f tTny 4T o (TTo) 

fro, 8— Rki wr kr, 
PlM4,<-fTT?T 


sfr trr tft 

I TOI — 

IS: 562-1962 

ft ft ft tprr iTTST- 
IS: 564-1961 

1 8-fteT RTTTf Tl% 

WNtt for — 

IS: 916-1966 
1 8 — ’■ -Tl d I >17% 

srVNfnr for — 

IS: 916-1966 

ft ^ TF3TT— 

IS: 561-1929 


sfl ^fTTfwTf^tq- 

IITTT — 

IS: 562-1962 

it%t w qiwftT ct^T 
ST — 

IS: 1310-1958 

TTTTT JTTET (TFPT 
fTFr) — 

IS: 226-1969 

TTTTT f^rHld (T^T 

ttft) — 

IS: 961-1962 

fft <t>i4d 

wrra: — 

IS: 513-1963 

$ft 4 Ic'd Cl TTd d ^TRT 
# cfTT Hftldi — 
IS: 1079-1968 

: ( 1 ) tT-ftnr ^ 

ii'Frrd — 

IS: 62-1950 

(2) Jr <for qft 
rrmft %■ 3r im- 
— 

IS: 1305: 1967 
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16 ^ittt/^-515 

15-3-1963 


17 tft trqr/iFT-5 32 
30-4-1963 

18 *fr t^/^-573 
29-8-1963 


19 ifttC n/t^r-579 
11-9-1963 

20 ift 0 TT/it ^-580 
11-9-1963 


21 ^ftqTT/qiT -58 7 
26-9-1963 


22 Tft T^T/iT^r — 6 1 0 
31-12-1963 


1-10-71 


31-3-72 


1-9-71 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


16-10-71 


1-10-71 


ITO TTifo T^iTFfr, 1863 / 
TFTJT, ST^TTTdTd- 

1 


snfr 

^TTf^rt (jMt, 
HTH, 3 TtT dddft ) — 
IS: 1221-1957 


31-8-72 


ITT^ffT ?Fncr (Wd 
fell) — 

IS: 2062-1969 


16-10-71 31-12-72 


30-9-72 


30-9-72 


IV ltd H gift'd f^To, ^ -tVVi 1 

5ftW, 

(d^tar) 

Vm (tfw) tidfVr 'Wr Vd tTfst — 

fao, ^fBETRT-'FtV^T IS: 1166-1957 
ftf+ ctr, Pit'ci. frFiflnr^ 

^X, dldT ('fdTd) 

sftVa itorddtf, 7/i,^iTOr frJdt % 

tX dfcm, pTfr ddd-inr vnt — 

IS: 21-1959 

mx TT'W dlftdr (*F) #fFT, ^ftcTfr — 
ddtf, ES^dT, fVfid ^ IS: 133-1965 
tStet, W{mx (*5) ^fpt, dr^ft-; 

HT?tT i sftr: 

(d) dTffr 

zm 2 

IS: 2933-1964 

15-10-72 ^TPT dtife 'frfdt, rjdFT ¥TdRT Ttd ^ — 

(Jrdtf ) ^ ^ % fVTOd 18:269-1967 
f^fo, f^ETT ^TddddEI, 

(dnnfh) 

30-9-72 ^FTd 4i*k1( 'tKMltUld f?f° 

qVd td ft*, Tte: dm 
11 dTdT (HiJKI^) 


2 T?T 






(dr) 'll dt VtfktT %d^T 


(1) 

250/ 

di«u 

sptT (fmr 

440 

TOT 

<sfM dV ) 

$rk 



650/ 

fdiWr 


1100 





( 2) ^rc, 

250 / 

dtdT 

5^: vfiV sr# 

440 

dT 


Vtc. 


dTT dltZ dT'^ 




(<ft sft dt tita 
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23 tni/^-6 7 2 
14-5-1964 

24 7ft tnr/t^-706 

29-6-1964 

25 7ft I.tt/^T-707 
29-6-1964 

26 7ft nTT/q.^r-732 
29-6-196« 


27 7ft rni/TT^-733 
29-6-1964 

28 7ft TtT/^-774 

24-8-1964 


( 3 ) 


1-9-71 


16-11-71 


15-11-71 


1-11-71 


1-11-71 


(4) (5) (6) 


31-8-72 


15-5-72 


15-5-72 


(3) ^SgTFftT, 

650/ 

%FT 

5ft 7, urn ssfTr 

440 

tnm- 

FT7 F?T7 FT7T 

FtTd 

faffanr 

FfaFsrr («ft 


mm 

ut 7ft nffa 



fttt) 



(nr) 'ft sft 7ft 

frfsm 

TTFFfaft 




( 4 ) 5 fft FTtff 

■ 250/ 

FTFt 

(fmrr nffa 

440 


FTTft) 

Ftm 


(5) FfarTR 

250 / 

%F7T 

ut astr ufat 

440 

FTFT 

('ft =ft 7ft 

FTo 


F14 FTH ) 



(6) FlU 14)17 

250 j 

farm 

dtr 44 < 4 1 '-ft 

440 

cTIFT 

(<11 Ft 7 ft mftrr 

Flo 


Ffat) 



(7) FfaFPK 

250 / 

%FW 

FK.Tt 7 ’ FTTft 

440 

cTTFT 

('ft Ft 7ft FTfa 

Fto 


}, Fl%) 



IS: 694 (FTF 1 2 ) 

— 1964 


f^TTTM T^tTT fTTo, 757^711 
T^tTT '-'lid, Tj'TTf'TTT, 

(FftTff) 

TIFT ftfNv fFRT, 15 6 , 
FTfFWRTT TR, FmFTlT 


TTTFFT ?7TRT ( TJTTTTTT 

fom) — 

IS: 1977-1969 
TkFFT (W 

fror) — 

IS: 226-1969 


TfTFFT Z7 T rra (TiTUm 
f%FTT) — 

IS: 1977-1969 


31-10-72 sft -7PT FFfMt sfTTHl^FT TT^FFT ?PTT7T [FTPS' 

srro fa. , #«ftf7ps iev:, faTF) — 

5/6, SUT ffaFF Tjtd, IS: 226- 1965 
Firm 


31-10-72 


ttttfft Tiro (mum 
fern) — 

IS: 226-1969 


15—9—72 0 4 <l) FF7T fa°, 7 7lP FNT7T F^ftF 7t FTT FF"=T ffa 
FtF Tfa, TTFtjT (4m- Ft 1, ft-2; 1% 4 — 
TOr-2) IS : 16-1956 


16-4-71 



( 2 ) 


( 6 ) 
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29 ^t^/mr-7 7 5 

24-8-1964 


30 7ft >^11/^-77 6 
28-9-1964 


31 7ft trr/tr^-793 
30-9-1964 


32 7ft tnr/orr— 794 
30-9-1964 


33 7ft iTTr/r^-lOlS 
26-2-1965 

34 7ft '7 i r/qr s r— 105 5 
20-4-1965 


35 7ft Ercr/tT^r— 1 1 50] 
4-10-1965 


36 TfMJB/trsr- 1 1 5 3] 
12-10-1965 


37 7ft TTR/tn?T-1189] 
6-1-1966 

38 7ft ’TR/rr7T-1213} 
25-2-1966 


16—9—71 15—9—72 TTTt frfo, 7— TET- 3,M 7 ^<st fTTfafTT TET,— 

TtTET T>T Ttf, ’FfTftTT: IS: 17-1956 
(TW7TT-2) 

16-10-71 15-10-72 RETTtrrfc: ??7^tT (ifem), $ Tt Rt if TEEt Wit 

1 6 tt, 'TT ^ TT# — 

irfTTT, Tt?, Tf IS: 419-1967 

frwft-15 


1-10-1971 3 0— 9— J 9 7 2 77?ET WT f?T ° , Tlt-T TfTTTT ^TTTtT (tTEPT 

fF37T (fTTTt ^tf^TTT ) , 7R foTR) — 

Jr^rr tt?, Trr£, IS: 226-1969 


1-10-71 30-9-72 


TPCTTI $7Tld (tTTHTTTT 
f^TR) — 

IS: 1977-1969 


16-9-71 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


15-9-72 %7 ^BTftTTl'JTT fiTo, sft Exf ?ft EBERtT 

STltT f%f?W, 6, fTPft tFT ST — 

%ft7^tr, RTRI-1 IS: 632-1966 


15 - 3-72 


tfrqr Ptbtt fa>, 
ffTT ro, TTtT Tt?, 
TTTTTfT, 2 4 mOmI 


Tt ET 7ft 


i 1—19 62 ‘ 


30-9-72 Ttfrm %TT7T SOfTlCM Tt Tt 7ft TtfHT Tltt 

frio, 91 71 77T Tty, Tto T° y^dt di5 7ETT ur-d- 

Tfo 1 1, TTTT (T^TTT^) ftrftprT TH+f TT% 

ftmfr % 100 

?ftT d cl T TJ^T +|4 ti|P1 

dVdd I % P-1 6 — 
IS: 1554 (7TFT l) — 
1964 


16-10-71 31-12-72 ^%T7I TTTTT7I (tfeTT) ftfo, t£EEfH TT-ft TT TEJ- 

Tjftnrm frTtTTT ftrrTt?, tt — } 

faTT feiw TfT TtTT IS; 2791 J T964 
(tttt) 

16-10-71 31-12-72 „ fsp?|Tif % forr TT 

sheet — 

IS: 1547-1960 

1-9-71 31-8-72 fc %|7TR fasTT T1W7I :ft # €t H7E1 TITST — 

o trio, 71 o 27, IS: 5 64—1961 

JfaEftT fTTt, Pld Cl, 
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39 

tTE/iTW-1218 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

ETHT <1^ fTo, 

(t) grpff Jr mri % 


2-3-1966 



HISfafRK TtE, EEE*lTfr, 

fair ?HTTcr t % tr; % 





HTHT 

— 






(Sr) STR* jf foEHT 






% fvrn ^pqrrar % e i 






% Rtf — 






IS: 1855-1961 

40 

^1^-1319 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

Eptd ETo (5TT°) Rio, 

tf Htf? EHTtf % ftfo tftJfE 


29-8-1966 



83-EEfEET ftE (Efmr), 

TT tfJrfTtf EEWT — 





< t><44>HI'— 46 

IS; 2645-1964 

41 

tTq-^-1321 

16-8-71 

15-8-72 

l^-dl'dl Tray 

^ <ft !JHtf ET3®"< — 


13-8-1966 



(IrEfT) it-3, 

IS: 564-1961 





HE, ^dd, sftHE- 






Tt£, TkTE’fE— 2 (%TH) 


42 

t^/t^r-1322 

1-10-71 

30—9—7 2j 

Bedl ETH <450 ET° Rt°, 

EEPPT R-|l( EEE 


30-8-1966 



ETH ETtEl fRT, EOT, 

RETH % ER 





EPE^— 5 9 

t! tftfft — 






IS: 1566-1967 

43 

iff tJTr/lT5r-l327 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

^EftfTEH' %fEEN 

tftfl EEfE EWMlE ERE 


31-8-1966 



(*fiRT) 511° (fo°), fW- 

IS: 3076-1968 


15 



frlHT £EEft (To EEM) 


44 

Tft 1 tit/^-1327 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

l[Eo SlKo <fto fao, 

ftfftftf THTtf — 


6-9-1966 



#fdT fw, fcreEHfBiJT, 

IS : 1830-1961 





E5TE— 41 


45 

El /ET— 1329 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

n 

— 


6-9-1966 




IS: 1836-1961 

46 

1338 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

rrfHEH ^%E?*E Tl m'W,vi>l 

TFTtf Ttfatf tfttfT $T 


29-9-1966 



fa°, ftERE TtE, Etc Eo 

^rRr EI% %HW $EH 





11, EHT (EWS?)] 

1 1 fr° ETo cPF — 






IS: 692-1965 

47 

^/q^T-1340 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 


jftftf ^iRlEtf T 


30-9-1966 



fH°, EEEEET, ^ETTHTE— 18 

hert «fH: EfiE^r 






^ fjpr fro gtr 






srcEn^E ^tftftf % for 






% RRrr — 






IS: 3196-1968 

48 

if! OE /tET— 1 3 5 6j 

1-7-71 

31-12-71 

JTEHEffT %fETET tRy 

^ tte ifr srtffEtffofor 


30-11-1966 



T° fro, 

«JHtf ETT3T — 





EWET ETRHT ET^EIE ( 4> Gl ) 

IS : 562-1962 

49 

Eltnr/iTT-14 65 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

fr f^WH JTTmr To Elo 

HTHlRlEV ETEddtE ^3T 


, 26-6-1967 



firfo, mid ?fo 27, ^THElrr 

EE — 





fwt, f%E^V EPE^-22 

IS : 2567-1963 

50 

t^E/iTT-147 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

tJ 

<*R$h tt eteo-De ^>sr 


13-7-1967 




EE — 


IS: 1310-1958 


Se^, Ofi?)] 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


51 <TR/qT- 14 aO 
24 - 7-1967 


52 ft TT/tTT-1498 
25-8-1967 


53 TTTT/rTTT — 1517 

15 - 9-1967 


54 ft rnr /^-1518 
15 - 9-1967 

55 ft T^/ 05- 1519 
15 - 9-1967 

5 0 fttni/nrw -1520 
15 - 9-1967 

57 ft rnr/TT ^— 1528 
15 - 2-1967 

58 ft <F/tT?r -1530 
26 - 9-1967 

59 ft nTT/wr -1 545 
9 - 10-1967 


ft 1547 

19 - 10-1967 


( 3 ) 


Ut 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


1 - 11-71 31 - 10-72 WTWW 5 T TlftfR Tf (Wo) 

Pro, 7 4, sH'I'W TIT, TFT5T I 


1 - 10-71 30 - 9-72 tTfsTTT %WT WWTtfWT pTo, 

tftw fly, qfo tio fio 

1 1 , ww (Rfrcrsj) i 


16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 WWreft TfcwyWT, TTT 1 - 

TTWJWT, TFpT, iffwft ftW- 
yfr ffw, (wet 9%r) 1 

16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 


116 - 9-91 15 - 9-72 


16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 


16-9-71 15-9-72 TTT ffldUlllTWr f 0 Wo 

ffo, WET sfo fyfPfT, 6 
twfrfTfr ftr, irttt- i i 

1 - 10-71 30 - 9-72 wfr WTH fyiffy ffo, 

itt str! wry fry, ’yfwrr, 

THTtTT-43 I 

16-10-71 15-10-72 rrn£w % <frfwrffJT TRfft- 

WT Wo PTo, f,CTiT- 

VWfH ftT, wwrff 
ftfT, TrlWTFT -6 I 


rnro fto fyff^wr 

irffw, WFJT Tffwr I 


wry, #°fr 1 ftr 

2 , 300 ffft TFT f 

wyft wfr — 

IS : 780-1969 

fsrfrrff wwc stwr Twff 

f fwr ww f%% ttswt 

tTfjjfTTfwrrr yftw yww 

ft 

% WFTT — 

IS : 398-1961 

- ft H ft 'tjWT M I >j S < — 
IS : 561-1962 

ft ft ft wifwrfftJ 

^TPT WWBT— 

IS : 565-1961 

ft ttt ft yFrfwrffk 

'j 'H T 9 H SR— 

IS : 562-1962 

^f'JT-TT wwftftr 
fsr ?y- 

IS ; 1310-1958 
ww-wmyy *rfi <1 as w 
'4 '1 If Tffrr wyyy - 
IS : 1507-1966 

TFT ft fffW f Ifu 
Ed 1 ^ % fffcl- 
IS : 10-1964 

cfPT f ftW.T ftTT- 2 . 2 
ff o Wo ( 3 st® Wo); 
3.7PF0W0 ( 5 W °W 0 ) 
5 . 5 ffo Wo ( 75 fTIo 
wo ) fir 7.5 ffo wo 

( 1 0 $To Wo ) V’ I’M 
% ftEPT WT — 

IS : 325-1961 

12.5 ftTT wmf wf 
f w£ TT W : ' 

gyyt ft£ ft ff 
f flat WPT ft tPtt, 
IS : 774-1964 


60 


1 - 11-71 


30 - 4-72 
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[Part H— 


(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 


61 T*T/CTW-1552 

24-10-1967 


62 T”T/^=T— 1563 

14-11-1967 


63 Crtf /q^r— 1701 
17-5-1968 

64 tTTT/C^r-1781 
30-8-1968 

65 inr/ireT-1789 
16-9-1968 


66 OTi /nrr— 17 9 2 

16-9-1968 


67 7ft nrr/C^T-1795 
17-9-1968 

63 1 ^ 1^-17 98 

30-9-1968 


69 7ft trrr/T75r_i804 
9-10-1968 


70 ^1^/9^-1814 

15-10-1968 


1-11-71 


16-8-71 


1-10-71 


16-9-71 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


1-9-7 1 


30-1 0-72 %5R7T (tfw) 

%o, pfrqr, (TRE 

TTl) 7 4 I'M I 


15-2-72 ^74 TTtTFTOT W 

ST° fTTo, 

qfTTOTter-3 (ttheTOT) 1 


31-3-72 ft T°, 

1 3-1T TWPift fa 7 T?T7, 

(^ffcrrar) i 

15-9-72 ^tTTTSf Tfl^RT »PrOTr^TEr f%To, 
$fSRTC TTOC 

f^TNRft fwr, dftR-lTS I 
30-9-72 to? ?Nr tottt T^ftsr vyg 

To 5TPE ^JTT 

fw°, to? ww jrrro, t^rrS 

TOrf-i I 

30-9-72 15 M 4417 ifeft zp# fafo : 

fare ^rt ’Tfit, fFTflr, 
’ptTRf I 

30-9-72 VirTTUT SlfeTTO 

f% 0 , tzj. Tte, yttofr i 


31-3-72 qiTTOft-5ftf%T7 (nTo ) far°, 
T577TT JTTTteTT^T 
Fltr, <^TT, 

afto-Hi? 1 

v3 

31-8-72 f^JTTOT T^ftT foo, TT%WT 

TsfarTO?, Tz%w( ; 3f)Trr)i 


farrPTfr to farT mttT 
% Rn[ b< 2 « fw 1-1 ?4K 
p^fa Poto *rk stw 
T t TtT tot E^TfTTO 

tott — 

IS ; 398-1961 

^f^rfaror tot-tt tot 

<ft 7ft 250/ 
440 sffa 650/ 1100 
TtTH: itlT, TlT 

(fronrtTr *ftr <ft ft? 

7 ft m ^n%) — 

IS: 694 (tot 2 ) — 

1964 

t[T 7ft 1JTO HR'S < — - 
IS-’ 561-1962 

TnURT Tl^Tf Tftifc-- 
IS : 269-1967 


ftTOT otw ts- — 
IS: 3470:— 1966 


TTTDT TITTO — 

IS: ( 255 6 TOT 2 
G 10) — 
1967 

1 8 TftjT TOTf 7FT 
TMI%TT fjT — 

IS: 916-1966 

1J5 17TET T? iRTl TOS 
ftfaTO % fair gfT 


IS: 814-1967 
3R3T ftiV 3TO77 qft 
^ (to# ^«rr <rroft- 
^k) — 

IS: 277-1969 


16-10-71 


15-10-72 FTTo *TOT TOT^T ( tR^pH P'TTO ) ORtfaftlTO % 

!TI° ftlo, 2-^RT ITF1 5Tlf # — 

Zt¥, t^T, ^PfST I IS: 21-1959 



ier. ;(.!)] 
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(2) (3) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) 


71 18 24 

13-10-1968 


72 # trn/tT^-1839 

22- 11-1968 

73 07T/t^T— 1 S 7 5 

23- 12-1968 


74 # tttt/OTT— 1 S92 
14-1-1969 

75 # OF /OH- 1 89 3' 
14-1-1969 

76 ^fY TiTr/ti^T— 19 31 
27-2-1969 


7 7 #031/^-1948 

31-3-1969 


78 # rnr/TT^r-1954 

16-4-1969 


79 # mr/rr^-19 67 

6-5-1969 

8 0 # 19 7 0 

16-5-1969 


1-11-71 


30—4—72 f^r '-us'i sjx’Nrrar, 

f%5TT 


# qfi# — 
IS - - 10-1969 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


31-3-72 fc 0# 

T>o, 1 3— IT, 3^1# flpj, 
#f#FT I 

30-9-7 2 trfWT W#ft?FT 

fao, cftTSTIM #0 0 
11 qFTT (o^RT^) 


ITf^fT *51 TFITT# 7 ! 
Z ? — 

IS: 1307-1958 


tt##?! Ttffersr wtT #° 
sit # ig't^r qiH - 


srk ^ 



— 


IS: 1596-1972 


16-9-72 


16-9-71 


15 _9_ 7 2 stunts# trfeiTE^rfr, ai'Rt- # #r # a^r tttst- 
TFTJ73I, ?F|T qfrr# IS: 564-1961 
oture# f^f^rr (5X>5i°) i 


15-9-72 


fclfaifrT TFT Tiwf# 
^ — 

IS: 2129-1962 


l_g„71 31—8—72 fc fo-l <Ff Sfl^itiO # # # 3101 

i!o sn° f?r°, #0 27, tpT OFTST — 

#T#5T ft#, f#l# I IS: 565-1969 

3rRr£-2 2 I 


16-10-71 


16-10-72 


16-9-71 


16-10-71 


15-4-7 2 


ffihh oh: (#w), nft# — 

16-17, #0 n^To TT^o, ^yft- (^) tpry ^ jjtt 
ofrqT, 7T3TTTT? Tft, (w) #fefl TTT OTTfT 
ilf fe#- 1 5 ft#n?T spT 

IS : 13 3-1965 


15-4-72 


WTF1 V&frz (^ftqT), 

1 6 IT-# 1TST rnf; 

Trfw, 'RTTRIT Tjf 

f#— ft— 1 5 


tnr ftf#r — 
IS: 123-1962; 

IS: 158-1965 #r 
IS: 3536-1966 


15-9-72 7PTTS# 

t im r^’' h, fri oiro# iftn- 

T#, fW, T#H) 


TPHFfft 


sjfRr jq’ — 

IS : 2567-1963 


15-10-72 WR# T? #0#^ (#w) 
1 6 — 13, # i^T 07F 
ni#TT, OUTFIT ft% 
fe#-15 


('ll) Wlfwj 73T ^1 %■ 
f#l ff73T9T 
IS: 427-1965 
( 7 T) TFW7FT — 

IS: 428-1953 
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[Part II — 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 

81 

ftt m/ftT - 1975 
22-5-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

rnr? qiftivi 

TT#, 

?T9TT 'H<fc17T7 1 

(TT) ftfftT ftl ^1 ft 

fTft fftr^RTT-gv^r — 

IS : 427-1965 
( J j) 9 i Bi'd 77T *FT 

TftT ftTTHFT — 

IS: 428-1969 

82 

7 ft nrrr/rpr -2000 

30-6-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

TT THT nay TTfftr 

6 TWT, wtttp: 

TTTTT 2T^T 'it' — 
IS: 341 ; 1952 

83 

ftt tTJT/tT7T-2062 
29-8-1969 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

STftTTTTT ^ftFTT^T ffto, 5 / 1, 
3 ft ft ftr, tt^ f rrirr fw 

7TCTTT ^TTT (TFPF 
fftTT) — 

IS: 220-1969 

84 

ft! rnr /m— 20 63 
29- 8-69 

1-9-71 

31-8-72 

ft 

ftTTTT ^TTTT (TTHTTn 
fftnr) — 

IS: 1977-1969 

85 

ftt nft/(FT-2066 
8-9-1969 

16-9-71 

15-9-71 

^FfffeTT TTO? 

ft#TT ffto, 146-ft^ ft?, 
$T9Sl-3 . 

TTTFT STTWcTT Tift ^ 
ftTTRT ftt ftjR STlft 
fftftl ft fftr jft ftftr- 

IS: 814-1967 

86 

ftl mr/iTT-2073 
12-9-1969 

16-3-71 

15-9-72 

TTT ^ftfftj^ noy irftfftTN - 
P5ff? ft. 13/14, 
ftrfrjw Tftrftr 

ftr ftft TTT iftrr 2 . 2 

fft TTo ( 3 fto TTo) 
cm 3. 7 fft TTo (5 
(fto TTo) ftftr Tift, 

4 h H Tift 400/ 
440 fttra: ft ft’ ftoft 
ft ftsr Tift— 

IS: 325-1961 

87 

ftt nft/rTT-2093 
30-9-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

fto STRo 7^196 TTo 

ffto, 1 6-ft 

nfw, TRTTftr, fftTT TfftTT 
(To TOTtf) 

ftTTTl ^FTIT (W 

fftcr) — 

IS: 226-1969 

88 

7ft TT/TrT-2094 
30-9-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

ff 

6/661 ftTRT (TTT7 /'T 
fftHT) — 

IS: 1977-1969 

89 

7ft Oft/T-T- 2100 
30-9-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

ftto fto ftrTTT 6 ,J S fo, 

TTftT fty, Td'Mftfc 

TTT ftr ftfaft ft fftw 
r TT5TT ftV Tf^TT — 
IS : 10-1964 

90 

7ft mr/iTH- 2101 
30-9-1969 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

T?ft ftfr^R fftFTT, 3 3, 
<1«, 

ftfTTTT, Tf fe57ft- 1 5 

TOH ft fftft fftfftT WTftT 
IS: 2052-1962 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


91 Tfr tttt/ q^r— 215 7 
28 - 11-1969 


92 Eft tTir/tr^-- 215 8 
28-11-1969 


93 T*T/C?T -2170 
10 - 12-1969 

94 tTrr/(T?r -2194 
31 - 12-1969 


95 ttT/'TT -2204 
9 - 1-1970 

96 tTTT/tT?r -2 22 8 
29 - 1-1970 


»7 # vfr/'^T -2285 

30 - 3-1970 


1 - 10-71 30 - 9-72 

1 

16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 

16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 

16 - 9-71 15 - 9-72 

16 - 7-71 15 - 1-72 

1 - 11-71 31 - 10-72 


TTiRT 'f? TE tTO^ ^TF%Tr 

- < 7 ^ 

wet ’StTRr, Per: 
t£spt, wra < 

' t 

To 5 Tfo 

ho, jcrttr 6 

far/ tgV E^nr, Eirir-i 


1717 W^fr, 62 / 2 , 

‘dr, rttttt -27 

WJ iTffR, TfTt- 

r* Ttr, ifm (^ocfto ) 

setr (ifsro), tj- 

f^rr i/friT, f¥rr : for- 

30, WUT STsTT 


nfaflnT TKHl^M 

ho, T>TR ffT, ’Tfo 3 T° 
iio 11 «trt (t^ri^) 1 


6 PTRJ TEff % f^PT 
tTRTt vpt jtr 
T-TfafTTR' 93 — 

IS : 2339-1963 

fr 0 ;^ jfr ijtt tott— 

IS : 561-1962 

f\ Tf hV U'TT TR 11 — • 

< 7 s 

IS : 5 64-1961 

^ Tt 'Ifeff % faro. 

'Trg % fefRT — 

IS : 10-1964 

^TT qft ^foff % fair 
tmrjs Tt T%qt — 
IS : 10-1964 

(t) % 

jtt% 5 fTT %■ 7 $r 
T'V.l 4 5, 5 0 
StTt 60 f*rtt 6 t$fcTT 

(g-) ^q'f %■ tng % 

tlN J I T Rf T? 

|[%uTr 5 0 tiYg 60 ftnft 
EiEHlT ETT3T % *f|T, 
(t) sr?^rf % sjt$ % 


60 et^jt 

*TP?T — 

IS : 4057-1967 

(T) TtT, 250 / 

440 TTo qtT 650 / 
1100 EftR AT $ 
ERjJof'WH mi 
srVr 

(*) 5^fr TIT, 
250/440 TtR «fk 
650/1100 

% GRfTTfjm ^TRif 

J >fl 

isf^ 3° 35 (' 6 TT 2 )- 

1965 
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tPART 1,1- 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(«) 

98 

?t TR/rr?- 2294 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

RR RRoft tt?r 

6I9ER TPlI % ffEJ 


31-3-1970 



R° 3, (jnRTWT ) 

®ftfr % FTTTRrfr 






7 8 , TOR R 






ioo° R° — 






IS- 2480-1964 

99 

7ft ^Tr/tTH-2297 

1-10-71 

31-3-72 

^TpRFR ffirtfRRR (TTo) 

ft E?T Rt 150 ? TT3?T — 


31-3-1 970 



f? o , 5 20/28 TnRTTIR 

IS: 561-1962 





ft?, RREj?-R?IR-5 3 


100 

Q.T/^-2298 

1-10-71 

31-3-72 

jj 

ft ft ft 1JR? TTRST — 


31-3-1970 




IS: 564-1961 

101 

ifl tr/tH-2399 

1-9-71 

31— S— 72 

>t?? ew t o f? o , 

NOR IT T4RTR wt % 


31-8-1970 



rt "ft ft ft?, ri^r 

?k <iRa$t % 





74 (tr E^) 

( 4 U, NEWT? 






1?ETTR % 33. 3 R)?t 






if? RRpf 41% < — 






IS: 3196-1968 

102 

E[R/'’R-2404 

16-9-71 

15-9-72 

ft?? TfsTZH RT° folo, 186- 

TRTt % tHT 9?3t?^? 


10-9-1970 



WET TIT, TPT'fdT, 

Tt HH^t, TWt — 





R3TR-14 

IS: 1221-1957 

103 

tft E?T/0[R-2406 

16- 9-71 

15-9-72 

RRRlfjft t^ft 4(94. HI, RR7T- 

aft t>? Rt t£jR 9T3TT — 


11-9-1970 



TRt 0*, TtEETHT ■‘ilq 

IS: 561-1962 





#BT, TTW7 ^T-2, 






f?HT (RT° To) 


104 

?t ^-2408 

1-11-71 

30-4-72 

RTRlf f9?HR, 1 5 / 7 , R^TT 

T TT 'TTRRftR ?TR TT 


11-9-1970 



ft?, TftTRT? (§ormr) 

IS: 1310-1958 

105 

Rt tT?/q?5f-2409 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

4>|hTRh<M ITR^t?, >?R/ 

trig jftlr? BiR — 


28-9-1970 



3 4-39 i^S%4? 

(Rl) RRft 4r 'TTftEF B^ff 





RFJTRT, R3R7MI7-2 1 

rR 






(^r) IJRH? % TufapE 






R^lf RT — 






IS: 4465-1970 

106 

?t inr/iTT-2410 

1-10-71 

31-5-72 

NT? ff?TT $f?W RTToft- 

91411441? 9? qmnftT 


28-9-1970 



•On?, fT-ilfr ft?, ftftREfr 

f? 5? — 





(hOnm) T«r £-66 

IS; 2567-1963 

107 

ift rm/rr^-2412 

1-10-71 

30-9-72 

E?f %fR4T? R>fV- 

*fV factor 


28-9-1970 



RTR ft?, NTBTI 

ft? — 






IS: 562-1962 

108 

Rt TTR/iRT-2413; 

1-10-71 

31-3-72 

ORf^R EffHT, 

RORT ^R? (RfW 


28-9-1970 



srro fRo, 403-E, fro 

fTRR) — 





ftfRJj? ft?, (R#EIj* 






a? $• r#i) zfRRR fire- 

IS: 226-1969 





TtfaRT, R3IR- 1 9 
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1-10-71 


28-9-1970 


110 tfV iHT/t^T-2416 
28-9-1970 

111 TfV irrr/TTT^— 2418 
30-9-1970 


112 Rt nTr/n^-2419 


10-10-1970 


113 rnr/iTPr-24 22 
7-10-1970 

114 5ft 5nr/R5T-2424 
12-10-1970 


14-10-1970 


116 lfMHT/TvT-242 8 


19-10-1970 


117 ift IHT/tt^-2 430 
30-10-1970 


1-10-71 


1-10-71 


16-10-71 


109 iff OTT/tT^-2414 1-10-71 31-3-72 WF^II' fSRTTTT RCTTT RTOTTT 

28-9-1970 STo %o, 403-t^, fT¥Ttf?T- %Gl) — 

§rf TtT, (snfclW % IS : 1977-1969 
5ftEt) rfrro fr^rRpjr, 

RTUT- 19 

110 iff Orr/tT51-2416 1-10-71 31-3-73 fa RNid TOR % fair 5#f 

28-9-1970 fao, TOfcjT RTtft ^PTR Vt ■Erf^TTT — 

IS : 1786-1966 . 

111 5ft iTR/tTTT-2418 1-10-71 30-9-72 R5#t <%W TO %fa^5f JTTo it lit Sj/TT 9T3T5 

30-9-1970 fvTo, FTR Ro 184/11 IS : 561-1962 

tftT 184/12, TTtTT 
oflTT, 

STqRTRTC 

112 5ft n7T/n^-2419 16-10-71 15-10-72 *D1 cfR Tit T^’TRtTT 3 . 7 

16-10-1970 Tt5TT*ft TtS, (l2TfiftiT) f% TT ( 5 ?T Tl) 400 / 

RFyfKrrft ’TjWTOT, 440 TT iRoft% 

JITO, TmTOT, falRT, TIER TPt I 

(afiFTTr?) IS: 325-1961 

113 TfT FR/tTH-2422 16-1-71 30-6-72 %TOT TCfUir?TR 5-^- it it 3t SFR TRST-- 

7-10-1970 f^qrnt^T, Nfell (RoRo IS: 564-1961 

114 iff 5R/051— 2424 16-10-71 15-4-72 RtRiitftfGI TTRTft?R, tEETC "JRT ito % 

12-10-1970 96 5ft, TtW-UfR TFJ fTGERTT cf^t 

^5^, •FIT, TFTJT 250 Tt° % SRfEPP 

sfFTcir qr crt ttT 

71% 450 

fqrft — 

IS : 2312-1967 

115 5ft l^/nTr-2425 16-10-71 15-10-72 TTGI ^5lf%, -HfTOr, fWT faqr — 


16-1-71 


16-10-71 


iffTT, (^o Ro) 


IS : 3865-1966 


16-10-71 15-10-72 


' \jR %o, 33.8 >'Tld< ^FT ttRTio 


JTFPTtt, feft I 7% iffTTR T^Rjftq- ifeff 

% 'TfRoi rTt qft^ 

% f5R 7?S£R 5177 
745% ^RTRT T 77 foT- 
77 — 

IS : 3196-1968 

16 — 10—71 15 — 10—72 %o, 6 l 6 l ri i 777 JJ 77 ^tHld 

291 W=ft- # 7f%7 T f%TJ 

gr, 7417-58 57 VSTTJTT — 

IS : 814-196 


[51 5ft ^o^to /13 : 12] 
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New Delhi, the 3 rd July 1972 


[Fart U— 


S. 0. 2760. — Certification Marks Licences, details of which are mentioned in the schedule given hereafter have lapsed or their 

renewals deferred : 


The schedule 


SI. Licence No. & Name & Address of the Article/Process and thcRele- S.O. Number and Remarks 

No. Date of Issue Licensee vant IS : Designation dateofthe Gazette 

Notifying Grant of 
Licence 


(I) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


x CM/L-473 
20-11-1962 


2 CM/L-751 

30-7-1964 


3 CM/L-1044 
26-3-1965 


4 GM/L-1422 
30-3-1967 


5 CM/L-1423 
30-3-1967 


6 CM/L-1529 
20-9-1967 


7 CM/L-I557 
8-11-1967 


8 CM/L-1714 
11-6-1968 


9 CM/L-1906 
29-1-1969 


10 CM/L-2306 
16-4-1970 


ti CM/L-2316 
30-4-1970 


T2 CM/L-2320 

II-5-I970 


Chandra Electricals, 
Varanasi Cantt (U.P.) 


Himachal Govt. Rosin 
Turpentine Factory, 
Nahan (Himachal) 

Shibu Metal Works, 
Subzimandi Jagadhti 
(Haryana) 

Bhartia Steel & Engg. C°. 
Pvt. Ltd., 

106/1, DharamtolaRd., 
Salkia, Howrah. 

Do. 


New Chemi-Mineral Mills 
Pvt. Ltd., 

Chakravarti Ashok 
Road, Kandivli (East), 
Bombay-67 

Bhutoria Engg. Works 
Ltd., 17 G. T. Road, 
Baramandir, Konnagar, 
HoOghly 

Timber & Plywood Co., 
Pvt. Ltd., 

No. i,Nimak Mahal 
Road, Kidderpore 
Garden Reach Calcutta. 

Agro Industrial Chemical 
Co., 

13-A, Kalyani View, 
Rudrapur (Nainital). 

Mahavir Metal Works 
pvt.. Ltd., 

15/2 Mathura Road, 
Faridabad (Haryana) 


Delton Gable Industries 
Pvt. Ltd., 

17/4 Mathura Road, 
Faridabad (Haryana) 

The Premier Fertil z=rs 
Ltd., Pachirankuppant 
Cuddalore-3. 


Single-phase, small AC and 
universal electric motors — 

IS: 996-1964 

Rosin (gum rosin), pale, med- 
ium and dark type’ — 

IS : 553-1969 

Wrought aluminium Utensils, 
Grade SIC — 

IS : 21-1959 

Structural steel (standard 
quality) — IS : 226-1969 


Structural steel (ordinary 
quality) — IS : 1 977" 1 969 


Copper oxychloride water dis- 
persible powder concent- 
rates — IS : 1507-1966 


Sluice valves for water works 
purposes. Class I, upto 
300 mm size' — 

IS : 7S0 — 1969 

Tea-chest metal fittings — 

IS : 10—1970 


Aldrin dusting powders — 
IS : 1308—1958 


(a) Wrought aluminium and 
aluminium alloy utensils 
IS : 21-1959 

(b) Wrought aluminium and 
aluminium alloy utensils. 
Grade SIC, anodized — 
IS : 1868-1961 


PVC unshor.t! ed cable with 
plain copper co iductor, 
single core. 2 ,0/ sjo volts — 
IS : 694 (Pan I) — 1964 

BHC dusting powders — 

IS : 561 — 1962 


Renewal was deferred after 30-+- 
1969; the licence now stands 
lapsed after that date. 

S. O. 3487 Dated Deferred after 31-3-1972. 
3-10-1964 


S.O. 1406 dated Lahsed after 15-4-1972. 
1-5-1965 


S.O. 1531 dated Renewal was defen ed after 31 -3- 
29-4-1967 1969; the licence now stands 

lapsed after that date, j,, „ 


S.O. 1531 dated Renewaldeferredafter3i-3-i969 
29-4-1967 the licence now stands lapsed 

after that date. 

S.O. 3733 dated Lapsed after 30-4-3972 
21-10-1967 


S.O. 4568 dated Deferred after 15-5-1972 
23-12-1967 


S.Oi 2577 dated Lapsed after 15-6-1972 
20-7-196S 


S.O. 720 dated Deferred after 30-4-1972. 
22-2-1969 


S.O. 1911 dated Lapsed after 15-4-1972 
30-5-1970 


S.O. J911 dated Deferred after 30-4-1972 
30-5-1970 


S.O. 2802 dated Deferred after 15-5-1972 
22-8-1970 
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(1) (2) (3) 


(4) 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


13 CM/L- 234 .O 

8 - 6-1970 


14 CM/L-2360 
3-7-1970 


15 CM/L-2469 
30-11-1970 


16 CM/L-2507 

n-I-1971 


17 CM/L-2514 
21-1-1971 


] 8 CM/L-2548 

18-2-1971 

19 CM/L-2642 

30-3-1971 


20 CM/L-2653 
30-3-I97I 


21 CM/L-2665 
22-4-1971 


22 CM/L-26S4 
18-5-1971 


23 GM/L-2691 
2-6-1971 


Perfect Pottery Company Salt-glazed stoneware pipe. } S.O. 3429 dated Deferred after 15-6-1972 
(Madhya Bharat) Ltd., F Grade'A’ and ‘A A’, too mm,' 24-1-10-1970 

Near Western Railway " ' 200mm,230 mm, 250 mm, 

Hospital. Ratlam (M.P.) ’ and 300 mm diameters — 

IS : 651-1965 

Chandigarh Spun Pipe Low density polyt hylene pipes S.O. 2109 dated Renewal was deferred after 15-7- 
Co.,29. Industrial Area for potable water suppFes of 29-5-1971 1971 ; the licence nowstands 

Chandigarh. pressureratingst 6 'o kg'crm — lapsed after that date. 

IS : 3076-1968 

Goyal Industrial Corpn., Wooden flush door shutters S.O. 3593 dated Deferred after 31-5-1972 
14/5, Mathura Road, (solid core type) with ply- 2-10-1971 

Faridabad (Haryana) wood face panels — 

IS : 2202 (Part I) — 1966 

Sigma Engg. Works. Door closers (hydraulically) 

33 Manohar Park. regulated) — 

RamPura,P.O. Ganesh 
Pura. Delhi-35- 

Surma Valley Saw Mills Tea-chest battens — 

Pvt. Ltd., IS : 10 — 1970 

P.O. Bhangabazar. v 

Distt. Cachar (Assam) 

Shree AmbicaTute Mills Indian hessian — IS .-2818 — 

Ltd., Belur, Howrah. 1964 Hessian bags — 

IS : 3790-1966 


S.O. 5028 dated Lapsed aftei5-t-i972 
6-IJ-1971 


S.O 5028 dated Lapsed after 15-1-1972 
6-11-1971 


S.O. 5037 dated Lapsed after 29-2-1972 
6-11-1971 


Universal Cable Mfg. Co., Thermoplastic insulated wea- S.O. 2405 dated Deferred after 31-3-1972 
Opn. Railway Station, ther proof cables 19-6-1971 

Faridabad (Haryana) IS : 3035 (Part II)- 1965 


Chaunlany Jute Co. Ltd. Jute carpet backing fabric — S.O. 2405 dated Lapsed after 3 1-3-1972 
(Wellington Jute Mills) IS : 4900-1969 19-6-1971] 

Rishra, Distt. Hooghly 
(W.* Bengal) »U 

Kejriwal Iron & Steel Cast iron fittings for pressure S.O. 3741 dated Deferred after 30-4-1972 
Works, 12/2, Girish pipes for Water, gas and 9-10-1971 
Ghosh Road, sewage — IS : 1538-1960 

P. O. Balurmath, 

Howrah (W. Bengal). 


Mulkh Raj Madhusudan Tea-chest battens — 
Lai Malhotra, IS : 10 — 1970. 

E-8. Industrial Area, 

Yamuna Nagar, Distt. 

'Ambala (Haryana) 

Lai Singh Sondhi & Sons, Tea-chest battens — 
KhajuriRoad, Yamuna IS : 10-1970 

Distt. Ambala (Haryana) 


S.O. 5027 dated Deferred after 15-5-1972 
6-11-1971 


S.O. 3S94 dated Deferred afteri 5-6-1972 
2-10-1971 


Bf fswft, 3 bbt| 1972 


[No. CMD/13 : 14] 


Tiosru 2760. — Ft% fur tmiuF fiu btbbbt % trtbt it frr bp t bt b> b bt bp | ttbbi bbtb BftTvTB 
TBfBB BTfBBT BBT 1 : 


TFTTBt 


TiB 

tbbt 

imij bbt Bift 
T T B Tt frif'B 

BTWRSrTTt Til BTB 

' BTT ITT 

BBT / bFb.TI TTB 

: BBBPT 

PB.TT, BSBI 

BBT BTfBB 
eBtfipB UIB 
BTvT BBT 

Tit BfTt'B 

fBBTB 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6 ) 


BtPB /tt< T-437 

20- 1 1-1962 


. PT UTTt Trrfl, BBT 
•tFbsBB fBB'Tt # 

BUB — 

IS : 996-1964 


W BTWB TT BBt- 
T7T°T 30-4-19 
% BTB FBpTB TIT 
f?BT BT m TBt 

1 

BTTRBf DT Idt 
(To Bo) 



fcff-T # sBTT Tf 
RTBT BTT( | 
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0 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 2 ) 

(4) 

(5) 

(«) 

2 

*fr OF J rrsr -7 51 

feniRT ft Put, arftsrr (*ffc soXi ) 

TTTHT>3487 

31-3-1972 % 


30—7—1964 

ito? cG'-HdHT fa fat. 

'fY'TT Ft'q-iT TR ??Rt 

f%<TRT 

?r? f?PT=r 



'TTR (OlHMH ) 

5TWT R — 

IS : 553-1969 

3-10-1964 


3 

n\ ttjt / rTW -10 44 

fjTftTTT mi, 

f?R* 

ir*T n't 

1 5—4—1972% 3T? 


26-3-1965 

^iTstt (^Pcttr) 

fa er STI§ ifr — 

1406 

T? 




IS : 21-1959 







1-5-1965 


•l 

rfr tnr / HR- 1423 

RTTfftT 

*TT^ 6 T TRTT ( RR3T 

R%t 

'll TTTTT TT R- 


30-3-1967 

5TTo f%°, 106/ 1 , 

f%T«l) — 

1531 

T-Tur 31—3—69 % 



yfamn TtY, Mfam, 

IS : 226-1969 

fcro 

np? Rl%rf f%TT 



?t9?t 


29-4-1967 

m m ^rft f%f«T 

It RTTr RRE 1 

5 

■ft FF /n^T-1423 


ITCRT ^FTET ( 'E 9 TRr 

T*fT %t 

RTrrT^iT 3?r T?it- 


30-3-1967 


f%R ) — 

153 

TTW 31 - 3-196 ) 




IS : 1977-1969 

PETIT 

%t f%7T «n 





29-4-1967 

HT TTt Mi ft 
RTTI ^pr | 

6 

Tft trrr / tE=f— 15 29 
20-9-1967 

CY 

rffat *41541 FETRTTT oET 
f^4T4 f f) 7 T 

tHT %t 

30-4-1972 % 

5TP? 7^ 


STT 0 f%o , 

3733 



smtsp ft?, wrnfMt 

IS : 1507-1966 

Ftttt 




( , X sn^rf-67 


21-10-1967 

7 

ift tttt / rn?r— 15 57 

XlfTTTT ?%to T# f%°, 

jpTTEFRTf % fri* *^pl 

TT nf 

1 5- 5—1972% 


8-11-1967 

17 , # ft fr?, n?i 

?TR, qifT 1, 300 

4568 




Ttwr- r-tT 

fTTlfV TT % FTRT — 

FrT3T 





IS : 780-1969 

23-12-1967 

8 

ttjt / rpr - 1714 

fdT TE TTT5- %o 

TR %t 9fdqf % fair 

Trq-nt 

15-6-1972 % 


1 1-6-1968 

RTo f%o, %o 1, 

%t f%FR — 

2577 

4T3 



fTtpE RR ft?. 

IS : 10-1970 

f%TTT 



tttftf, min im, 


20-7-1968 




<+1 vi >+ vi r 




9 

/ tr^r-1906 

Xf FdfejT'i %fwT 

0%T EpR TTT?T — 

nr 720 

30-1-1972% 3TC 


29- 1-1969 

% ° , 1 3— 3164 1 u lt 

IS : 1308-1958 


rFpt 



(X%TE?l) 


22-2-1969 


1 0 

ift inf / E T— 2306 

JT^TSflT Hd~1 3To 

(Tr) PlRt C^tffirPm 

E-T Eft 

15-4-1972 % 


16-4-1970 

f%°, 15/2,] 

HtT % 

1991 

Tf3 T£ 



TlT, tFRT^TT (ffr-j 

— \ 

Fret 




tiftt) 

IS : 21-1959 

30-5-1970 




(?) fRTi TTRFjrfRtr 






Rk E^plffW Fr^- 
HTT % TR -X 
mi, X HTtFSiT? — 
IS : 1868-1961 
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.) 

(2) 

(^) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1 1 

r lY ft / F-T-231 6 

tftt Ytf tto 

tY ; ft tt PT'Ti tit tft 

FT Tt 

3 0-4-7 2 T TTE 


30-4-1 970 

fro 1 7/ 4. TfJT 

TTOTTiT TfT T TPTT 

1911 

ftPtt 



TT, 'ECtnTTT 

TT Tt 7 ", 250/440 

Petit 






30-5-1970 





IS : 694 (TIT l)- 






1964 



1 2 

TfV fTJT / TT-2320 

fr tYPtTf 

5ft ft ffy ttt itttf- 

FTTt 

15-5-1972 % W 


1 1-5-1970 

pTo , TTtT'TTTT . 

IS: 561-1962 

2802 

ttPtt 



7TTFTP-3 

3 -S 


PETIT 





22-8-1970 


1 3 

Tft TTIT / TT— 2340 

5FTPFT Tlfeft TFTvjY, 

;wr tNtt 45>t Yt 7 

err ift 

1 5-6-1972 % TIT 


18-6-1970 

( RW ^TPT ) fro. 

%TT?T, ^TT jftrirn 

3439 

4*1 Pm 



TplTT >TT 5TTTTFT 

loofrfr, 20 oPtPt, 

Petit 




% ttYt, tttpt 

230 pTfT. 250pTfT 

24-10-1970 



(T5T.) 

TlT 3 0 0 PtPt 5i[TT % 






IS : 651-1965 



11 

Fft ft / tft-2360 

. TTFH 4TT M 1 OH To, 

TtY % TEft % Pt"; TFT 

TFT Tt 

TT TT^T TT Tift- 


3-7-1970 

2 9-trfYjiR' f^TT, 

YfTcT tPY THT^TTtYt 

2 1 0 f< 

T*™T 15-7-19 7 1 



Tftrr 

W-6. o Pftt/YtY 

Petef 

tt Pftt ttt 




Yfer — : 

29-5-197 ! 

TT TTt PtPt t 




IS l 3076-1968 


TTTT TTF I 

1 5 

#mr i itt-2 4 69 

. tPft trtYY- 

TTft % W4 TTT 

rrTTT 

31-5-72 % TTT 


30-11-1970 

m, 14 / 5, 

(sYt TFT TET TFT) 

35 93 

ttPft 



tY?, TThTTT 

-3JTT ^TTFTT FT — 

pETFT 




(^■TTTT) 

IS : 2201 ( r TET l) 

2-10-1971 





— 1966 



16 

TpFT /ft— 25 0 7 

faw ?Tto TTT, 3 3, 

FT-TFlFTf (JTPftPtET) 

FT TT 

15-1-1972 


11-1-1971 

TTYlvT RTT, ■uoy/r 


5028 

Yttt ^ 



TTTTT 

IS : 3564-1970 

PETIT 




fTTt-35 


6-11-1971 


17 

jjtrrriy ff-2 5 14 

T/^TT TTY TT Pf-T tt° 

TFT Tp Yfoff T Prnr 

FT Ft 

15-1-1972 % 


21-1-1971 

Pro, itt^t tot ft if 

, TpTFTf — 

5 028 

TK t? 



PYtT TT5R (tFFT) 

IS : 10-1970 

pFTtT 






6-1 1-1971 


1 ,3 

TT ft j rrsr-2548 

«ft 5Tpm TJT ft^T 

TF'TFT YPFET — 

FT Tt 

29-2-1972 % 


1 8-2-1971 

Pro. ?mi 

IS : 2818-1964 

5 037 

TTT TJ 




YPtTT % TTF — 

Petit 





IS : 3790-1966 

6-11-1971 

l d 

tflFT/ rrsf -2662 

JJpFTTT %5FT TTopTo, 

TeP-IiP-VT TtTTF 

FT tY 

31-3-1972 % 


30-3-1971 

Yt t % tihY 

ttPet Yfet — 

2405 

TfT FtPT'T 



TlftTTTET (^TTTT ) 

IS : 3035 ('-TFT 2) 

Petit 





— 1965 

19-6-1971 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


20 

Tt rTR/tTT-2653 

^TFfPfr TT %o fvfo, 

TTvfrTf % qt© vprpr % 


31-3-1972 

% 


30-3-1971 

(fsrfTNi'T V? facT) 

ftr rrt - 

2405 

4TT Tf 




ffTTT ; f%TT fTT! 

IS : 4900-1969 

fed I T! 





(To 49 I T ) 


19-6-1971 



21 

^trir/tter-2 665 

%4TfTIvT TERT rrsv 

TT, TT TTT TFT TTTf % 


30-4-1972 

% 


22-4-1971 

TTT, 12/2, frfnr 

fair 5TTI Tt% %t TTf 

3741 

TTC RlfTT 




TtT ffr, tTFPTT, 

TIT TTS’ft %t f%fTT- 

fdoidi 






IS : 1538-1960 

9-10-1971 





(To sniPT) 





2 2 

Tt mi / JTf-2686 

TeWT TIT 

tit 'Jfeff % frq 

TTT 5ft 

15-5-1972 

% 


18-5-1971 

Tvftwr, ?-8- fT- 

TfeTt — 

5027 

TK RlfTT 




f%TT rrfrtrr TTdT- 

r » 

IS : 10-1964 

f?TTT 





TOT, fTvTI SF'TRT 


6-11-1971 





(^TTTOTr) 





2 3 

ff)-tTFr/tT?r-2 691 

TTTfTfT Ct’T TT. 

TFT % frrrr 

TT TT 

15—6—1972% TIT 


2-6-1971 

TTlt fR TT'TFTTT. 

TfTTTt — 

3594 

P-lfTT 




f4WWT4T'Tr (fwrr) 

IS: 10-1970 

f?TTTi 







2-10-1971 




[To Ttqinft / 13:14] 


S. 0 . 2761. — In pursuance of sub-rule (1) of rule 4 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Rules, 1955 the Indian 
Standards Institution hereby notifies that the Standard Mark, design of which together with the verbal description of the design and the 
title of the relevant Indian Standard is given in the Schedule hereto annexed, has been specified. 

This Standard Markfor the purpose of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Act, 1952 and theRules andRegulation 
framed thereunder, shall come into force with effect from 1 June, 1972 : 

The Schedule 


SI. Design of the Standard Product/Class of Product No. and Title of the Relevant Verbal description of the Design 

No. Mark Indian Standaid of the Standard Maik 


(I) (3) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


IS : 3625 


3 



Warp tubes for use on alumini- 18:3625-1971 Specification for The monogram of the Indian 
ium plug type spindles. warptulesforuseonalummiiim Standards Institution, consist 

plug type s pindlcs. ing of letters ‘ISP, drawn in 

(First revision ) the exact style and relative pro- 

portions an indicated in Col. (2), 
the number designation of the 
Indian Standard being super- 
scribed on the top side of the 
monogram as indicated in the 
design. 


[No. CMD/i3:9] 


Sec. 3(ii)J 


Me GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1 972/ AS VINA 15, 1h94 39°‘ 


li 76 1 . — FTTOfe FETT feJT ( 5 nTT 17 FT ) f^PT^T, 19 5 5 T feTF 4 % TlfefeFT ( 1 ) % 5 FJFF FTTO feTT 

aft STH if srferfFT felT TOTT I fe FTTO ffeij" fWTl fenTF ^ Eirffefi' fedTO TOTTO# NHrfpT W % Hftfe F%I 

jfr^r fr fen w f,, nrfetn toft toft jrn ferffer fen Jinr t i 

ni^fe ftto fen ) nffjfenr, 1952 ^TJfesnffir ^nfernf %■ fefer m ftof fejjf 1 1972 

n HPj sft •jiF'^ii I 


jtrtv fe^ # tfttt / ^pitt tt «nr f~ftpt efpt Tt 

nmn ffen?n ft wt nV. 7 frfe 


f 1 ciV-i fttt ffef “ft ferncn 
tt suffer ferro 


I. IS : 3625 



rwjfafenr % HJHFI 
?rfer tt ttf utf 
FTcff d id Fit nP.TFT 


IS : 3625-197 1 1 [’nfnfa TF 
% tofjft mt ft ftf 
site nnft nfe # nfefr 
# fenffe 
(fttht 


Fr-' -fin w to ft TOfnrm 
ferir ‘ISI ’to? f nr f etff 
( 2) n ffef #ifr nk 

SFTTRT if OFF fell FFT 
nk nnr feaiFT fft % ee 
FTTfFTF 45 37F #n'F FRcfln 
ftto *fff ft hot Ftnt | 1 


|hg nf rnr / 1 3:9] 

S.O-176Z. — In partial modification ofthe then Ministry of Commerce &InduSiry\J mb a. c Siundaids Ins; ituiionjNot.ikaiioLNo.^ 
dal cd 14 June 1961 publishedin the Gazette ol'India, Part II, Section 3. Sub-SectionOi). dared 24 June 1961, the Indian Standards Institu- 
tion hereby notifies that the Standard Mark s for plywood for General purposes, have been revised. The revised design of the Standard 
Mark together with the title of the relevant Indian Standard and verbal description of the design is given in the following Schedule. 

! 

The revised design ofthc Standard Mark, for the purpose ofthe Indian Standards InstitntionfCertificai ion Marks) Act, 1952 and the 
Rules and Regulations framed threundcr, shall come into force with effect from 1 March 1972- However, to facilitate changeover by ISI 
licencees,thcncw and the old designs ofthe standard marks shall run concurrently up to 3 1 May 1972 ; after which the old designs shall 
bedeemedtohavebcenwithdrawn : 


Schedule 


SI. Design of the Standard ProJue. /Class of product No, and Title of the Relevant Verbal Description of the Dcsig 
No. Mark Indian Standard of The Standard Mark 


Cl) ( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4 ) 


(5) 


1 ISI : 303 


H) 


Plywood for general purposes. Is : 303 -igfio Specification for The monogram of the Indian 

plywood for general purposes Standards Institution, consist- 
( 'revised) ing of letters ‘ISI', drawn up 

in the exact style and relative 
proprotions, as indicated in 
in Col. ( 2 ). the number desig- 
nation of the Indian Standard 
being superscribed on the top- 
side of 1 he monogram as indi- 
cated in the design. 


[No. CMD/ 13 19 ] 
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gTr°?ff° 2762.- — VETA T TRW, TTFlII, W3. 'i'Ea^s ( 2) ,ferWT24 I 96 l,Jf RTTfttFT dc*M?f)d ^TfoTW sflT TSfFl 

WTFFT (vTFtftWdT *TWT) TlftfgWT W 1444 fTdTT 14^T, 1961 T OTfrlT RTITW % W if 'flTWW RETT TTRTF 

tt mr ir ^rftrjfw fwrr Rrm - 1 fr ipm twet ^ fag Hifgr tJ wr w if wfm w feu wr | i ftt # 
OTlfw fWTTd dWRWf 'dTTffa ETdT % Tfftfr WT ffan^T % TTTfWT ffaP’d Hfw PdHfafad 41 4^f) if ff £ I 

TtwwfTftFTfWTTW 'Wfafa RETT RWT ( TFTPW gRT ) TTpfjlWT 1952?ffaw% STOfa T% fdRRf 
Tffr faffalET % TFT % fTTT ! rpfa ] 972 if TFT TTRTt, %fwi RTo ET° ’TTTT % TlWTmTfriff Tf fR q f fadfa % fWTT 
gfatTT ^ % fag ?R RETT gRT Tf fif ?fk qgElf «frfi fWlW 3 1 df , 1972 FT RET-RET RReff r|*ff, ; RR% qwrrR 
JTFff-flETn^T HTT vff R$ *117 Rf TlTgtff I 

tifiR RTRTRiT 1 : qff WTTT/WTTTTT Rtf wra RTWlR TTPTW qff RFRlRRFTTRdT dff fwiTWTT 

Ro fWTW W TT^sTT TftT WpRT TITfWT fWTW 



R1RPT TFff T fag 
RT^W 


IS : 303-1960 RFTTW 

TFff % fag qff 
fafafc (gdrffsw) 


RTTdFT RETT #RTT TT RtRWlR 

faR if 'ISP TRT g)% £ FW 

(2) if fwnf R^ #ff sflT 

Wk 5FJTRT if dRIT fWTT RET 
t qV W fTTFTT ERT £ RR 
RTRTETRT37TT Tf RtT ETTrftE 
REEF Tf W TfEET Ef £ I 


[R° TfftTTT^f/l3:9] 


S.O.I763. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (3) ol regulation 7 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Regu- 
lations, 1955, the Indian Standards Institution heichy notifies that the marking ice per unit for warp tubes use on aluminium plug type 
spindles, details of which are given in the Schedule hereto annexed, has been determined and the fee shall come into force with cllrct 
from 1 June, X972 ; 


Till'. SCHI'DlJUi 

gp Prodttet/Class of Product 

No. 

No. and Title of Relevant 

Indian Standard 

Unit 

Marking Fee per Unit 

"T” 2 

3 

4 

5 

~ Wirp tubes for use on aluminium 
plug type spindles. 

IS: 3625-T971 Specification for 
warp tubes for use on alu- 
minium plug type spindles 
(first revision). 

One tonne 

Rs. 1000 


gRoRt 09,763 . — RFRIe REEFEWT ( MERd faj?f) fdPddE 1955, % faftlEE 7 % #l1w ( 3 )% E -Ri l f RT Rfk 
TfETT ETET Tf RtT if EfagPdd' flW W £ fa Re^Pd Pi 4 7 % WEgET RETRY TT TFT 40 SJ 9lvfl did qff Op-i dl qff nffr 
u^YTT Pw% afft Tfl% SFFJTt if fro *TIT |, fwffrrT Tf^rf | TTfr^f TfT 1 3£T, 1 97 2 ^ TTt^^f TTtrtff ; 

wg^ff 


TfOTt 


t 3 rTR / WTK TT 
^F? 


TTWi3"mwfT OWT 
W TfW 5ffT #tfr 




srfr tjfr Tm% qff 


1 tT^rMfddO % RFFJE 1 
dWTT W TFT 5n^ 
tTTTfrlFrTfdlTTf 


IS: 3625-1971 
; P UegPoPddd %RtigtTl 

ddiTff TT dild 40d dlvfl' 

dT^ # dJwfdff 
(WTI JTfkR ) 


irtp Tfrrff w 


To 10.00 


[Tfo Tff TTTf trf 13: io] 
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New Delhi, the 3 July 1972 

S.O. 2764. — In continuation of the then Ministry of Commerce and Industry (Indian Standards Institution) notification numbw 
S.O. 1814 dated 7 July i960 published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3 Sub-section (ii) dated 23 July 1960, the Indian Star 
dards Institution hereby notifies additional designs of standard marks for wrought aluminium alloy for utensils, designs of which togethe 
with the verbal description of the designs and the title of the relevant Indian Standard are given in the following schedule. 

These additional designs of the standard marks, for the purposes of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Act, 1952 
and the Rules and Regulations framed thereunder, shall come into force with effect from the dates shown against each: 

The Schedule 


SI. Design of the Standard Marks No. and Title of the Relevant Verbal description of the design Date of effec 

No. Indian Standard of the standard marks 

1 23 43 


1. IS:2i 



ilS 

ANOOlltO 


18:21-1959 Specification for 
wrought aluminium and alu- 
minium alloy for utensils 
(second revision) read with IS: 
1868-1968 Specification for 
anodic coalings on aluminium 
(first revision) 


The monogram of the Indian 
Standards Institution, consis- 
ting of letters TSI* drawn in the 
exact style and relative pro- 
portions as indicated in Col. (2), 
the number of the Indian 
Standard being superscribed , 
on the top side, and tire grade 
designation, namely the words 
‘SIC ANODIZED’, ‘SIB 
ANODIZED’ and ‘NS3 
ANODIZED’ being subs- 
cribed under the bottom side of 
the monogram as indicated in 
the designs. 


11 September 1964. 


13 March 1972 


13 March, 1972 


[No. CMD/13 19] 

R$ ftevfr, 4 SJvrrf 1972 


ITfrosfTo 2 76 4 . — TiTm-flBT SIPTR cPTT ^RRl BEEF Rim)R mkkiT SlfafHT RWT ITHosfto x 8 1 4 fkfar 

7 qjvrri 1960 Rt rtci % wrar ?mr II, u"* 3 , 2, fktqi 23 i 960 if y+Tfuid % RtR R 

Rrak reft RimmmkmjfRir twmmtfR fRrm inHjjRfRmi ftpsr mg % kRt % fRrr w % kRfkir 

fTFRfl RtTF RtfisFF '°TTW ilffe! Rt% mjtjRt if Rt Rif | I 

RFFF fRg Rf % R STftifafiT R fWr^I RTCftr RFFP IfPTT ( mTNFT fR^f) qjfkfRmr 1 952 eTOT mink fRtRil 

fwff erm fRfmrRf R mkmer *fptT % fkq; rtr % ft fRfRRt Rem]; gtmRR : 




«PR RFW RR mms RKdlR RFFT RR RTCfk RFTT1 faf qR STP£ ftR qR fRfR 

R®TT fktwr T? RWT Rtf qfjRqi [VillTh RTT VIlfe'E fRdVfi 


1 . IS : 21 



ANOP : ’CD 


2 . IS : 21 



111 — 

ANODIZED 


3 . IS ; 2 i 



tWOPlZtQ 


im I NlLffl LJ J WI JL I 


[S : 21-1959 fern mklT rnmn Rim qu .RtRt- 
IRfRmr mn <^FRfmnr 
fR*r mg % km qR fRfRrfe 


(gmer gqrtenr) -IS; 

186 8— 1968 gi^fRfRmr 
tt uuirsu, Rmr qR fRfR r ii 
(qgm jmfamT) % Rmf R 


utr fRu R 'ISI'iingRtR 
f imm ( 2) R fkrrf fit 
RRt mn snjqiir Rkrc 
fw mrr | Rtf Rm fRmm 
mir | mr RRfnmr % snt 
qft Rtr miifRr rnmn qR 
t? Rwr Rk RRitirm % 
Rt% qR Rtf k mm c^mr 


11 fRtTRrf 1964 


13 RT# 1972 


vfR 'gif 

RfJ mR RtgRTs I S ' § 13 RT# 1972 

Rtf 3 gRkTWs' 
faj *iq 1 1 
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S.O.2765 . — In pursuance of sub-rule (1) of rule 4 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Rules, 195 s the Indirn 
Standards Institution hereby notifies that the Standard Mark(s), design(s) of which together wiih the verbal description ol the de;ign(s) 
and the title(s) of the relevant Indian Standard^) are given in the Schedule hereto annexed, have been specified. 

These Standard Mark(s) for the purpose of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Act, 1952 and the Rules and 
Regulations framed thereunder, shall come into force with effect from April 1, 1972: 

The Schedule 


SI. Design of the Standard Mark Product/Class of Product No. and Title of the Relevant Verbal description of the Design 
No. Indian Standard of the Standard Mark 

X 2 3 4 5 


i. IS :247s 



2. IS : 2476 


It 1471 



Smoked bacon 


Ham 


IS : 2475-1963 Specification for 
smoked bacon. 


IS : 2476-1963 Specification for 
ham. 


The monogram of the Indian 
Standards Institution, consisting 
of letters ‘ISI’, drawn in the 
exact style and relative pro- 
portions, as indicated in Col. 
(2), the number designation of 
the Indian Standard being 
superscribed on the top side of 
the monogram as indicated in 
the design. 

The monogram of the Indian 
Standards Institution consisting 
of letters ‘ISI’, drawn in the 
exact style and relative pro- 
portions, as indicated in Col. 
(2), the number designation 
of the Indian Standard being 
superscribed on the top side of 
the monogram as indicated in 
the design. 


[No. CMD/i3:9j 

l[Ro ftto 2 76 5. — RE effT RT44I ft* RI (sTRiiTR pETR 1 955, % f TIT 4 % R7fftfftRR (l) 4? 

REEF 4ft RTF ft Rf-JRfRcT frfr 4TTT $ PF REEF fifTT RTF srif^TT pTTFW rfcTTt Rtftt RRcftR 

REfftt ftt fttTf RffttT ftrft RERRl ft fftrr tpr RTTftlR REEF RETT TRI fftaftTR fTtr Rrr $ | 

RTCfTR RETT RFRI ( STREET ) RfRpTRR 19 52 RR% RRlH R4 fftRR'f % fftfRR ft REEF 1 R^H, 

1972 ft REj;ftt anftft : 


ftwr 

REEF fftijf 

4ft fftRIHR 

TcRTT l ReRT TT 4ft 

RfRI RlTtftR ERE 4ft 

RR RW ftk ftfftF 

RTCTtR EET4T pRfJ 4ft prUTTR 

TT vilf®R4T f44ET 

(0 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1- IS: 4725 

SjfRR ftTT-RTR 

IS: 2475-1 963 IJFrT 
RRiT— ’ ETE 4ft fftfvi fee 

RTCfETREEF EHTI 4E RETTHTR 

FjTR ft ‘ISI’ H®? fftft ^ FRFR 

(2) ft ft Rf stftt Eft; EtyTTE 
ft ft RTF FTRT RRT | ^RT 

fRRTETT RET | ER RftftftrrR 
ft 35EC 4ft RTF RIFtftR REEF 
4ft RRRWT ft Rf | 1 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) 


( 5 ) 


gTTT qf|- 3ITT TT RET IS: 2476-1 963 VfPcflR TfW RTRT W RtlffaTR 

T?f TTT TT TFT ^ fef if ISI 7 ET ffe t f=cf«T 
faftrfe ( 2 ) if ft tif wnf trk *fjtrt 

?i 1 1 1+4 1 <Ni ^ *ffr tsfur 
fk * 1 19 1 691' ^ TR iffettriR if 
37TT 'Ft WK RTTcftR REPP 1ft 
IT RW Tf iff ^ I 

[RR 9 T Tif ft ./ 13 .9] 

S. O.1766. — In pursuance of sub-rule (1) oi rule 4 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Rules, 1955 the Indian 
Standards Institution hereby notifies that the Standard Mark, design of which together with the verbal description of the design and the 
title of the relevant Indian Standard is given in the Schedule hereto annexed, has been specified. 

This Standard Mark for the purpose of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Act, 1952 and the Rules and Re- 
gulations framed thereunder, shall come into force with effect from 1 May 1972: 


2 . IS: 2476 


IS 


SI Design of the Standard Mark Product/'Class of Product No. and Title of the Relevant Verbal description of the Design 
No. Indian Standard of the Standard Mark 


1 


2 


3 


4 


J 


IS : 3205 


J5T 


Precipitated barium car- IS : 3205-1965 Specification for The monogram of the Indian 
bonate, technical. precipitated barium carbonate. Standards Institution, con- 

technical. sisting of letters ‘1ST, drawn 

in the exact Btyle and relative 
proportions as indicated in Col. 
(2), the number designation of 
the Indian Standard being 
superscribed on the top side of 
the monogram as indicated in 
the design. 


[No. CMD f 13 : 9] 


tiRo ?fto 2 766 — RGdW REfT> Tfeff ( RRDET fefR 1 9 5 5, % felR 4 % TT Idl'd 4 9 ( 1 ) % TETRTT RTR'ftT 


tTRT RTRf dff tffT if ’if’J'jfd'T ffer Tf<TT & fe REIT fagf fefet fetTfW sfe Wlffev feTTUT TflTintff Rnrfftf TfTT 

% wfef 'ETfg^fr Jf fen wr %, RrEfftr rett rfrt sin fererfffer fen ipn % i 

urortR reperirt ( RRriErffeff) RfsrfRRR i 952 R^TR%RsffRRitf : T J TRf %fffftETR? REEPfei^ inf, 1972 

% tpj; imiirr : 




?HT ifEEfi feof RRTTT / RRTTT W Rif RW£ RTETtR REEE RRtflR RETT f%l[ ^ fefTfW 

rfer Til fwrsT Rff t? rwt *rk w snffeh fernr 


1. IS: 32 0 5 TTT^fef iffem dffffel. IS: 320 5—1965 W RHrftR uidTi RFRT W Hldldld 

rPfiTfef HdtHfHd tfwTTTff- faRif'ISrTETfitt % FrP^ 2) 

dr, d+ffe"!. Tf fafWfe Jr fejrf Rf sMf nfe tejttr 

if fefT wr t Slh; 

RRT fenRT WT £ RR 
Rh'lMl-H % 37TT R?t tffT 
RTTcffR Hldti Rff TR 11691 ff 
iff £ 1 



[TOT iff <7R fV / 1 3: 9] 
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S.O.2767, — In pursuance of sub-regulation (3I of regulation 7 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks') Regu- 
lations, i95?.Lhe Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that the marking' fec(s) per unit for precipitated barium carbonate, technical 
details of which are given in the Schedule hereto annexed, has been determined and the fee(s) shall come into force with effect from 1 

May 1972: 


The Schedule 


si. 

No. 

Product/Clasa of Product 

No. and Title of Relevant Indian Standard 

Unit 

Marking Fee per Unit 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I. 

Precipitated barium carbonate, 
technical. 

IS : 3205-1965 Specification for precipitated 
barium carbonate, technical. 

One Tonne 

Rs. 2.50 


[No. CMD/ 13.10] 

trfr°?fto 2 767 c — mZeffa fFTT (STHTUPT f^T^T) fapFW 1955 , % P rf w) 7 % T' lPqfwh (3) % gppRTC 

1 -’cTl u tiHd' tiwr ^ wtr *r wfsr^FT Pun 4 h i ^ fir ■rfum =tii<aPie, irffr fa^iir 

Rfft ^ Sr ft f , f^raffrcT # | ^ tr?r sffTi i qf 1972 smTtrf : 

3PT ITW rrfTR'/rJeTFr FT FT IFFS FP?fpT RFTF # 'RfW srfff VFTf JJ?TT tFPTT^T T?T 

Ffa Ft HTtTT 


1 SDUfftcT #fpTtr TEfftr, cTF'ftTft IS •• 320 5-1 965 FT^ftcT TF H5T Fo2.50 

tfwr Fidfe, fFurtert 


[ffo ffttnr ft/ 1 3 : 1 0] 

S.O.2768. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (3) of regulation 7 of tire Indian Standards Institution (Certification Mnrksj'Rtfi- 
lations, 1955, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that the'markingJfccfsjpcr unit for various products, details of which are 
given in tire Schedule hereto annexed, have been determined Hud tire fee(s; shall come Into force with effect from 1 April, 1972 : 

The Schedule 


SI. 

No. 

Product/Class of Product 

No. and Title of Relevant Indian Standard 

Unit 

Marking Fee per Unit 

I 

2 



3 

4 

5 

I. 

Smoked bacon 


* 

. IS : 2475-1963 Specification for smoked bacon 

One kg 

iq Paisc 

22* 

Ham 

• 


. IS : 2476-1963 Specification for ham 

One kg 

IQ Paise. 


[No CMD/ 13: 1] 


<t?T 0 sfto2 76 8 — •'TRfftTT W JTPTT (RffUFT fffif ) PlfFUT 1 955, % Pffd J !9 7% Tl Plf-EHT ( 3 ) % SPUTR 
^TTPfFT RTFR RETT Ft ?ftT % nfsT^f^cT ftm FFTT & fF PfftUT Ft Fpff ^Flf ^<iFF Ftf f^T% Sift ^ rfh# spjrptft if Pft 
Fxr I, fffsrTfrer Ft iif | tfk ?r iSt# 1 1 972 ernt ?fr Firnft : 

TRtr ii wi r wns/Tenr ft fir Fiuffa rftf Ft tf- hft£ srfrr ^ftC vrt% ofor 

mm sftr ufttFF 


IS : 2475-1963ffw^FU ^F foo ifio 10 ^ 
Rt^r Ft 

IS : 2476-1963 Ft RF foo Flo 1 0 3 % 
Gtfqr % REF q?T 


x. t^Pm XjFT-TTnT 

2 . gm qff fir ft rut 


r*f 0 rfVt^r#f/i3 ; io] 




Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 7, 1972/ASVINA 15, 1894 


3907 


S.O.2769.-— In pursaunce of sub-regulation (1) of Regulation 8 of the Indian Standards Ins»iti;tic n (Certificrt'cr Mails) Reg- 
lations, 1955, as amended frcm time to time, the Indian Stcrdatds Irslituticn hereby notifies that ihirtyteven licences, particulars 
of which are given in the following Schedule, have been gianted c'ur'rg the rrcnh of December 1971 tuihctisirg ihe licencsees 
to use the Standard Marks: 


The Schedule 


SI. Licence No. 

No. (CM/L-) 

Period of Vadlidty 

From to 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Prccess Coveted by the 
Licence ard the Relevtnt 
IS : Designation 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

x. CM/L-2825 

2-12-1971 

I-I2-I97I 

30-11-1972 

Fort Gloster Industries Ltd, 
(Unit -North Mill) Fort Glos- 
ter (Distt. Howrah) West 
Bengal (Office: 21, Strand 
Road, Calcutta) 

B-twill jute bags — 

IS: 2566-1965 

2. CM/L-2826 

3-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

I5-I2-I972 

Goa Pesticides Pvt Ltd., Fatorda, 
Margao, Goa (Office: Chow- 
gule House, Marmugao 

Harbour, Goa) 

Malathion emulsifiable concen- 
trates — 

IS : 2567-1963 

3. CM/L-2827 

3-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Ciba of India Lai Bahadur 
Shastri Marg Bhandup, 
Bombay-78, (Office: 14 

J Tala Road. Bombay-20) 

Phosphtmidon water soluble 
concetrates — 

IS: 6177-1971 

4. CM/L-2828 

3-12-19713. 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Keerthi & Company 13th Mile 
Stone Hoskote Kodi (Distt. 
Bangalore) (office : 31 J.C. 
Road,Bangalore-2) 

Nirric acid, pure and AR 
grades — IS: 264-1968 

5. CM/L2829 

3-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Do.' 

Hydrochloric acid, pure and 
AR grades — 

IS : 265-1962 

6. CM/L-2830 

3 12-1971 

16-12-1971 , 

15-12-1972 

Do. 

Sulphuric acid, pure grade- 
IS : 266-1961 

7. CM/L-2831 

7-12-19714 

16-12-1971 ' 

15-12-1972 

Liberty Chemical Works 
Nagardas Road Mog- 
ra West, Andheri East 
Bombay-69 (AS) 

Anhydrous sodivm thiosul- 
phate, photographic grade 

IS : 2211-1962 

8. CM/L-2832 

8-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Central Insecticides & Fertili- 
zers, Saki, Naka, Vihar Lake 
Road, Bombay-72 

Dieldrin emulsifiable concen- 
trates — IS: 1054-1962 

9. CM/L-2833 

8-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

I5-I2-I972 

Manipur Khadi & Village 
Industries Association, 

(Carpentry & Blackmsithy 
Unit) Mahatma Gandhi Ave- 
nue, Imphal 

Beehives-IS: 1515-1969 

10. CM/L-2834 

9-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

S.K.G. sugar Ltd, (Distilleries 
Division), P.O. Mirganj, 
Distt. Saran (Bihar) 

Gin — IS : 41.ee- 19 67 

11. CM/L-2835 

9-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1971 

Tamilnad Cements, (Unit of 
Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Development Corpn. Ltd), 
Tamilnad Cements — Alan- 
gulam P.O., (Via) Rajpala- 
yam, Sattur Taluk, Rama- 
nathapuram Distt. (Tamil 
Nadu) 

Ordinary Portland coner'— 
IS: 269-1967 

12. CM/L-2836 

13-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Laxmi Wires & Metal Indus- 
tries Plot No. 126/28, In- 
dustrial Co-op. Estate, Col- 
lege Road, Nanded (C. Rly) 
Maharashtra (Office : 202, 
‘Arun Chambers’ 2nd Floor, 
Tardeo Road, Bombay-34) 

All alrminivm conductors — 

IS: 398-1961 

13. CM/L-2837 

13-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Hindustan Concrete & Allied 
Industries Bankaghat, P.O. 
Jethuli, Patna [Office : Kris- 
hna Chowk, Station, Road, 
Patna- 1 (Bihar State)] 

Prestressed concrete pole for 
overhead power traction and 
telecommunication lines — 
IS: 1678-1960 

14. CM/L-2838 

14-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

I5-I2-I97I 

Trichy Steel Rolling Mills, 
Ltd, Senthannipuram, 

Goldenrock, Tiruchirapalli- 
4 (Tamil Nadu) 

Cold twisted Deformed steel 
bars for concrete reinforce- 
ment — IS: 1786-1966 
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Cx) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

xj- 

CM/L-2839 

14-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Lilasons Brewereies Pvt. Ltd. 
Industrial Area, Govind- 
pura, Bhopal-23 (MP) 

Beer — IS: 3865-1966 

16. 

CM/L-284 

14-12-1971 

16-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

Anand Industries, 4/5 Elaya 
Mudali Street, Madras-81, 
(Office: 1 8/ 1 Bhcemanna 
Mudali Garden St., 

Madras 18) 

BHC water dispersible powder 
concentrates — IS: 562-1962 

17- 

CM/L-284 1 

15-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

The Central India Iron & 
Steel Co., 38 Shilnath Camp. 
Indore 

Structrual Bteel(ordinary quality) 
— IS: 1977-1969 

18. 

CM/L-2842 

15-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Foremost Dairies Ltd., Dehra 
Dun Road, P.O, Kailaspur, 
Distt. Saharanpur (UP), 
(Office: Budhana Road, 
Mueaffarnagar) 

Milk powder (skim) — 

IS: 1165-1967 

19. 

CM/L-2843 

15-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

G.D.M. Cooperative Society 
Ltd, Shed No. C-j, Bor 
hooghly Industrial Estate, 
Calcutta-35 

Steel drums, grade, B-2, un- 
1- galvanised 3. 5, jo, 15, 20 
& 25 litres capacity; galvani- 
zed 20 litres capacity — 
IS : 2 552-1970 

20 . 

CM/L-2844 

17-12-1971 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1971 

Monometal Industries Pvt. 
Ltd, 1 School Road, P.O. 
Haltu (24 Parganas) 

Tea-chest metal fittings — 

IS: 10-1964 

21 . 

CM/L-2845 

17-12-1971 

1-1-1972 

31-12-J972 

Bharat Carpets Ltd, Gurukul 
Indra Prastha Estate, P.O. 
Amar Nagar, Faridabad, 
Haryana (Office : 28-B, 
Connaught Place, New 

Deffii-i) 

Tufted wool carpets with the 
following varieties: 

(a) loop pile; (b) super; (c) 
hi-pile;(d)lotus and(e) luxus- 
IS: 5884-1970 

22 . 

CM/L-2846 

18-12-1971 

1-I-1972 

31-12-1972 

Chempha Industries, 61, In- 
dustrial Development Co- 
lony, Mehrauli Road, 
Gurgaon (Haryana) 

Zinc oxide for rubber industry 

IS: 3399-1965 

23 ■ 

CM/L-2847 

18-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Metalliferous Products Co., 
13/3, Milestone, Mathura 
Road, Faridabad (Haryana) 
(Office: M-100, Greater 
Kailash, New Delhi 48) 

Soft solders — 

IS: 193-1966 

14- 

eM/L-2848 

18-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Do. 

Solders for jointing aluminium, 
type soft IS : 5479-1969 

25- 

CM/L-2849 

21-12-1971 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

R.S. Julliram Shamlal (Cal.), 
105 Naskar Para Road, 
Ghusuri, Howrah (Office 
19 Maharshi Dcbendra Rd., 
Calcutta 7) 

Structural steel standard 

quality) — 

: 18:226-1969 

26, 

CM/L-2850 

21-12-1971 

I-I-I972 

31-12-1972 

Do. 

Structural steel (ordinary 
quality! — 

IS: 1977-1969 

27 . 

CM/L-2851 

22-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

General Industrial Society 
Ltd., (Gondalpara Jute 
MilDChandernagOro. P.O. 
Gondalpara, Disti. Hooghly 
(Office : 8 India Exchange 
Place, Calcutta -1) 

B-twill jute bags - 
IS : 2566-1965 

28. 

CM/L-2852 

23-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Vanketcswara Agro Chemi- 
cals and Minerals, PlotNo. 

3 B, Industrial Estate, 
Ambattur, Madras-53 

BHC dusting powders - 
IS : 561-1962 

29- 

CM/L-2853 

23-12-1971 

16-12-1971 

15-12-1972 

Do. 

DDT dusting powders - 
IS : 564-1961 

30. 

CM/L-2854 

30-12-1971 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

Keen Pesticides (P) Ltd., 
South Vazhakulam P.O., 
Kunnathunadu Taluk, 

(Via) Alwaye, Ernakulam 
Distt. Kerala (Office : 
TowerHouse, M.G.Road, 

P. B. No. 1190, Ernakulam) 

Parathion emulsifiable con- 
centrates - 
IS : 2129-1962 
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31. CM/L-2855 

30*12-1971 

32. CM/L-2856 

30- 12-1971 

33. CM/L-2857 

31- 12-1971 


34. CM/L-2S58 
31-12-1971 


35. CM/L-2R59 
31-12-1971 


1-11972 

31-12-1972 

Veneer Mills Pvt. Ltd., Surya- 
gram, Tinsukia (Assam) 

Black boards — 

IS : 1659-1969 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

Assam Veneer Co., Margherita 

(Assam) 

Tea-chest plywood panels — 
IS : 10-1970 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

Kores (India) Ltd., 1st Pokh- 
ran Road, Penchpakhadi, 
Than* (West), (Maharashtra) 

Ink, duplicating, all weather, 
black for drum type 
machines — 

IS : 1333-1958 

I-I’I972 

31-12-1972 

New Chemi Mineral Mills 

Pvt. Ltd., Ashok Nagar 
Cross Road No, 1, Kandivli 
(East), Bombay 67 (Office : 
7-A, Dean Lane, Bombay 1) 

Malathlon dusting pewderr — 
IS : 2568-1963 

1-1-1972 

31-12-1972 

Udaipur Distillery Co. Pvt. 

Ltd., Udaisagar Road, Udai- 
pur (Rajasthan) 

Whisky — 

IS : 4449-1967 


36. CM/L-2860 

31 - 12-1971 


37 CM/L-2861 

31 - 12-1971 


1 -I -1972 31 - 12-1972 


1-1-1972 31-12-1972 


Smita Conductors Pvt. Ltd, 
Kot, Ghaziabad (UP) 


Prakosh Engineering Co., Mct- 
tupalayam Road, Saibaba 
Mission P.O., Coimbatore- 
11 (Tamil Nadu) 


Hard-drawn standcd alumi- 
nium and steel cored alumi- 
nium conductors for overhead 
power transmissionpurposc — 
IS : 398-1961 

Horizontal centrifi gal pimps 
for clear, cold, fresh water, 
size 65mm x 50 mm o n ly- 
IS: 1520-1960 


[No. CMD/i3;ii] 

2760. — 1OT TTW <tt RuftfsTcT «TntfEr*nRT WT1 (RBTt’T'T fw^) fafdW, 1955 %fafddR 8 % 

trqfsrfdtnr ( 1 ) *rrdfa tett * rtr E srf^f^Rr fwn tuth | fr 37 hteht ft-iT stfft tupjrt 

it ftnr q-rr * Tt ITTW iJiJT TTd TT wffiRUT ftTTKTT 1971 1TT5 E %cT iJP EftfT far »F{ 

t I 




TT <4 1 5 ,TlT dvt 1 dwdl Tl" 

WIT # ttrp i^r — # W 


irT^THTHTfl' T1 H I -H T TTTT 

Hf’ltdT 3ffT FTUUSEtff 

IS : WTHT 


(l) (2) (3) ( 4 ) (5) (6) 


1 iftPR/Pvr — 2825 1-12-1971 

2-12-1971 


2 ifttnT/rmr — 2826 16-12-1971 

3-12-1971 


tftip T/l^T — 2827 16-12-1971 

3-12-1971 


30-11-1972 


15-12-1972 


15-12-1972 


TH TtflFTT foo , ift-ffT TUFT % Tit — 

(tTTt-dP4 fdT) IS: 2566-1965 

TTd ’Tt- tT (fdHIgTWl) 

To TTIH (TPrfvPT— 21 

fftr fir), wm 

tftW t^iilTTTTf IT 5TK> f^o, JTTHlfddtd TPEFfid 
TttTfT, tTTUltd FlET, fd — 

TTdtw : fF?TT IS: 2567-1963 

RTHJdFr E TUT | if (iftW) 

TftdT 5TTT 1 , ofTH Timi^TBd’ TH” IJTTd- 

TlF^l' RFf, R¥T, Ttd^-7 8 tftel — 

(THrfHd : 14 ■») d EH 1 TIT ) IS: 6177-1971 

20 


3 
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4 rnj / 1TKT — 2828 

3-12-1971 


16-12-1971 15-12-1972 ^cl ^ 1 3^t, ifTl 

(fro ' it' *tr at — 
31 *fto TIT, IS: 264 — 1968 

? i rrtT— 2 


5 Tft tttt / tttt — 2829 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 


3-12-1971 

6 BT rrTf i it?t — 2830 

3-12-1971 

7 Bttnr/n^ — 2831 

7- 12-1971 

8 rnr i tfT-2832 

8- 12-1971 

9 tTR / qH-2833 
8-12-1971 


10 /tfT-2834 

9-12-1971 


11 — 283S 

9-12-1971 


12 tftt’T/tTSf — 2836 


13-12-1971 


13 Tfr i^r / tt^t — 2837 


13-12-1971 


16-12-1971 15-12-1972 I’TTMTf TO 

cm 'it' OTT ifa — 
IS: 265-1962 

1 6-1 2-1 97 1 1 5-12-1 972 " SHTT, TO llT- 

IS: 266-1961 

16-12-1 971 1 5-12-1972 "TR TRT ' *PTT Rpl ITT— 

TH, eTR! TfaRT, ?mV IS: 2 6 6-1961 

3T ^^-69 (<r trg-) 

16-12-1971 1 6-12-1972 TJT TITnfRfT TITE6E1 T7T 

Tff^rrwB', eT'ittt, fafrc srr- 

5fKrf-72 IS: 1054-1962 

16-12-1971 15-12-1972 JSTpfr ™r? ijTSjW TmfWTt % BS^- 

rTfrtfTE^ET, (T-R^eOcPTr IS: 1515-1969 
H+ffBitfl ^prt) TTflcJTT- 
HTSft t^, WIH I 

16-12-1971 15-12-1972 rr^o %o sfto VjTK foo , f3ET — 

fTf^ET ) IS: 4100-1967 
3E TR #0131, fam 
m (f^R) 

16-12-1971 15-12-1972 cffR ^ H I « ( Cl Ph e-MIT HIURUT <Pl2^«T 

*ER:- IS: 269-1967 
TlTro fao qft ) 

dP^'-ldlT TflET-lTEpT 
<RIWl TFJIRTHT- 
TB", TTT, THETTT- 

jrj fam (dlwnr) 

16-12-1971 15-12-1972 WSWt TFR: iru? tr^fRf^jrr 

126/28, IS : 398* 1961 
sprftnr 

TIT, BT5T (TRT 

RTfrPT : 202 

*RFI 

dKI%^ TtT, Tf^t-34 

16-12-1971 15-12-1972 P^EdlT tru^ tr?n^T jT- Pm04P< TER cHTT JX- 

Ejftr, p tehh:, tper t#, ertt snrrf %■ 

H^il, 'FTriEni : fJ^I VIt, % Pic[ ^ 8 °i[^ici 
ft?, 9TTT- 1 (fr^n: - 

TT^T) IS t 1678-1960 
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14 Et^/t^E — 2838 


14-12-1971 


15 Et qR / C^-2839 


14-12-1971 


16 eVthT — 2840 


14-12-1971 


17 RVinr/t^T — 2841 
15-12-1971 


18 trq- / t£5T — 2842 
15-12-1971 


19 trrr / tr^r — 2443 
15-12-1971 


20 — 2844 


17-12-1971 


21 Rt mi / TT^r — 2845 


17-12-1971 


22 Et >£* / ^E — 2 846 


18-12-1971 


16 - 12-1971 15 - 12-1972 fa% TEtE TffEE faeE fE°, ERfe EEEE % 3 Et 

EEErPrpTT, Etm ^ iRtft ^fite # 
f^^VH ' M^ -4 (Eft RR TE) IS : 1786-1966 

16 - 12-1971 15 - 12-1972 EtETEE EEHk' ETo fE°,^- fEET- 

%EE^ 7 ET, EtfERjrr, IS: 3865-1966 
^fFTT^T— 23 (Eo sro )J 

1 - 1-1972 31 - 12-1972 ERR? 41 5 , qETE Et TfE EE fEEEEfa 

’JSTEt EETE -81 cTE Euf - 

(EEEfEE : 18 / 1 EtRvTT IS : 562-1962 
BETET EHE *fte,EsnE- 
18 ) 

16 - 12-1971 15 - 12-1972 E£E ffEET EPKB t™E ETERT [fETTE (EIERE 

TSfE RTo, 38 — EtERIE - ) 

IS : 1977-1969 

16 - 12-1971 15 - 12-1972 TREtET fE°, EE TT ETTET (E^fer)- 

TtE, SI+EC f%RT IS : 1165-1967 

E^R^T (E©Eo) (^Ert- 
EE: ESIET Tfe ) 

E^EfETER ) 

16 - 12-1971 15 - 12 - 1972 . EWtoTTRo, EtET- EE E)r 2 % fBBT ETE E? 

RZt fEo, wfe E© # -7 ^FTTE % 3 , 5 , 1 0 , 1 5 
EBfREt ^E%EE , 20 , Ek 25 E^T 

RRRRTT -35 EElf E% EBT E?ET 

Ef 20 E^R ERTi 
ET% fR - 
IS : 2552-1970 

1 - 1-1972 31 - 12-1972 *f^ft ETE t BT© fWo, EIE Tt Tfeff % f^nr 

1— £=)v4 <k, ■si4> t Ri|?^ , ETJ % m<l 
(24 REET ) IS:flO -1964 

1 - 1-1972 31 - 12-1972 ERE TTEfe fa©, Rif E fERfEfecT BER % 

BRT Z, ERRR EE77ER,’ | ER (EERR) 3?ft 
RRtETEK-fTTTEET ) , (“PTBY- H RTEtE — 
EB-28-Rt,RTR (^) ERTTIE (e) TfR 

Et fEEEt-l) (e) ft-BT^E (e) 

Et 3 E (E) EEE- 
IS : 5884-1970 

1 - 1-1972 31 - 12-1972 ERT 61 -^f^RE , TEE EEfB % fEt£ fEET 

EEETRE 'hlEl'fr, BiRtEt, ETWT^E — 
ftE, EfETE, (fTETET) IS : 3397-1965 
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23 ft ^ ^ — 2847 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 jft^JH fao, 13/3, 

18—12—1971 ^T, bH TO Tfkr- is : 193-1966 

(^<Ait«ir) (“Fnrt^nr: 

XT5RT— 100, f&i #TT9T, 51 f 
ft— 48) 

24 trrr / TT^r — 2848 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 fa®, 1 3/ 3 q^PlffPHT HT?T 

18-12-1971 *ft*T, Wtr Tfe, TTteT- sftfft % fqrr sft^- 

5TF? ( i^H'lurr) (^prf5FT: IS : 5479-1969 
t^T-lOO , R2T ^5TRT, 
fe*5ft -48) 

25 ifttHT/tTST — 2849 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 STIT® tT^o ^^ftTPT WTET SFEcT (BT5FF 

21-12-1971 (^RvHT), 105, TTT?; f%^T )- 

qm fir, fRfr , IS : 226-1969 

(qri^FT : 19 RfRl^ - 
%#5J fte, fTOI -7) 

26 #■ t^T / cn=r — 2850 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 H’TTI ^TTcT (iTTO 

21-12-1971 f%FT)- 

IS : 1977-1969 


26 #itjt/C[5T — 2850 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 

21-12-1971 


27 ftvrcf / tT^r— 2851 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 ^T^t fao, eft % ft* — 

22- 12-1971 (jfk^iHisI 5T£ ftra - ) "qvg-- IS : 2566-1965 

5FIT, siiifcfT (qfemfT) 
pJf'Ttl | 4 K'il I 

(qrprfcrr : 8-^fen 

— 1 

28 ITTT / TT^f — 2852 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 ^ ^ *ft WT? HT ?T- 

23- 12-1971 3 sft, IS : 561-1962 

STRICT, 

+)Sitf —53 


29 ft^t/^t — 2853 16-12-1971 15-12-1972 


23-12-1971 


ft ft €t W5PT 'TF33T - 
IS : 564-1961 


30 ft^/W — 28 54 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 ^ (tt) 5fVo, 'TTlftlTfa' qPHFfta ^3T 

30-12-1971 ET^r^nj^ni pw srw- 

(skt^ti) m^rm , IS : 2129-1962 

tnTf^FI P»MI, %r?r, ( qmrf- 
5T5T : 51=17^3^1, ^ft® 

fte, Tfo sfTo tfo 1190 
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31 — 2855 1-1-1972 

30-12-1971 


31-12-1972 ^frr sto fao, 

f^ftprr, (!Rnr) IS : 1659-1969 


32 ^ft TfT / — 2856 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 STTPR RTT«f^felT ^rfofi % fair 

30- 12-1971 (STCEl) % cT^l - 

IS : 10-1970 

33 Rt 1?W / rrtr — 2857 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 TKtf %«, 7*PT, % fcrE ?rrft 

31— 12—1971 'TETGT TT?, TEarst,^ M I Tt "h'llft 

(qfwnf) (TOE ) FTT^ - 

IS: 1333-1958 


34 3fTtriT/tT(T — 2854 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 

31-12-1971 


^ %fsT-f(T3?H faHT TlofTo, JTFTTpI'TET t£TT Tf^TT- 
srm^ JET5-, WfTTtjr ?io 1 IS : 2568-1963 
(gsf ) TF^-67 
(+i9pl ; T : 7— tr— ?ET 

1 ) 


35 ^n;ir/^r — 2859 
31-12-1971 


1-1-1972 31-12-1972 fVf^ITt tfo STTo fao, 

34'^gC it%, IS : 4449-1967 

(crawEi) 


36 — 2860 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 ETtTT 9To fao.Jfite, fsnMi; 'TET? SETT! 

31—12—1971 mftniRR ('3’° STo) ^rpff % OT 

fspf" 

PlPEJH 

rft tr?gfir- 

pEET =4E?EP - 
IS : 398-1961 


37 — 2861 1-1-1972 31-12-1972 5TW9T ?3ftpErfi?T ITJT- STTO ***8, ®t STTCi 

31—1 2— 19 71 W1I9H TtT, tfffwr ft^ET 9 Eft % P-f ^ fftpi j) 

•5IWS #EET|T- 1 1 *TT%^ET T*T %^T 

(dWTTT) 65 fRfft *fh: 50 fafft 

HfZJt <*tM— 

IS : 152-1960 


[#°?ftiTR£t/ 13: 11] 
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New Delhi, the 5 th July 1972 


S. 0,2770. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (1) of Regulation. 8 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification 
Marks) Regulations, 1955, as amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Institution, hereby, notifies that one hundred ar.d 
t vo ltytix licences particulars of which are given in the following schedule, have been renewed during the month of November, 1971 . 

The Schedule 


14. 


CM/L-344 

20-9-1961 


15. CM/L-349 
20-10-1961 


16. CM/L-367 
15-12-1961 

17. CM/L-452 
3-9-1962 

18. CM/L-460 
28-9-1962 

19. CM/L-461 
28-9-1962 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. and Date 

Period of Validity 

Name and Address of the Licensee Article/Process Covered by the 

Licence and the Relevant IS 
Designation 



from 

To 

CD 


(2) 

C3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) ‘ ' 

I. 

CM/L-20 

24-10-1956 

• 

. 16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Digvijay Cement Co. Ltd.. Ordinary, rapid hardening and lew 

Sikke, Saurashtra. heat portland cement — IS 269- 

1967 

2a 

CM/L-104 

15-10-1958 

• 

. I-II-I97I 

31-10-1972 

B.I.D. Parry Ltd. jNellikuppam, Rectified Spirit, Grade I 

(Diatt. South Arcot) IS .-323-1959 

3. 

CM/L-141 

24-9-1959 

* * 

, WO-I97I 

t 30-9-1972 

Tata Fison Industries Ltd., DDT DP — 

20, Howrah Road, S alkia, 18:564-1961 

Calcutta. 

4. 

CM/L-142 

24-9-1959 

• 

. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Do. BHC DP — 

IS : 561-1962 

5. 

CM/L-168 

22-2-1960 

• 

I-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Tata Fison Industries, 20 Howrah BHC WDP — 

Road, Salkia, Calcutta. IS : 562-1961 

6. 

CM/L-188 

27-4-1960 


. 16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

Bharat Starch & Chemicals Ltd., (a) Edible mai2c starch (Vonr 
P.O. Yamuna Nagar, Rly. Station floour) — 

Jagadhri, Dlstt. Ambala. IS : 1005-1969 

(b) Maize starch for use in the 
cotton textile industry— 

IS : 1184-1968. 

7- 

CM/L-199 

15-6-1960 


. I-IO-1971 

30-9-1972 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd., BHC WDP — 

589. Thiruvottiyur High Road, IS : 562-1962 

Madras-19. 

8. 

CM/L-aoo 

15-6-1960 

• 

, ' I-IO-I97I 

30-9-1973 

Do. DDT DP— 

IS: 564-1961 

9- 

CM/I.-20 1 
15-6-1960 

* 

. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Do. DDT WDP— 

IS .-565-1961 

10. 

CM/L-202 

15-6-1960 


. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Do. BHC DP— 

IS : 561-1962 

II. 

CM/L-217 

31-8-1960 

■ * 

, 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Tata Fison Industries, 20, Bowiah DDT WDP— 

Road, Salkia, Calcutta. 18:565-1961 

12. 

CM/L-317 

26-6-1961 

* P 

, I-n-1971 I31-10-1972 

Cable Corporation of India Ltd., Paper-insulated leed-shcathed c a- 
Laxmi Building, 6, Ballard Road, blcs for electricity supply up to 
Ballard Estate, Fort, Bombay-i. and including 33 KV — 

IS : 69 2-1965 

*3. 

CM/L-339 

1-9-1961 

■ - 

. I-H-1971 

31-10-1972 

Production Centre for Electric M 0- Three-phase induction motors upto 
tors (Govt, of India, Ministry of 7.3 kW (10 hp) with class ‘A* 
Industrial Development Depart- insulation. — 


ment of Industrial Development) 

Tiruvalla-Jf Kerala) IS 323-1961 

16-10-1971 1 15-10-1972 Godrej Soaps Pvt, Ltd.. Eastern (i) StcBric Add, technical Grad 
Express Highway Vikhroli, Bombay- a — 

79- IS : 1675-1960 

(ii) Oleic Add, technical Graae 
3— 

IS : 1676-1960 

[ 1-11-T971 j 31-10-1972 Cable Corporation of India Ltd., PVC insulated (heavy duty) electric 
Luxmi Building, 6, Ballard Road, cables for working voltages up to 
Ballard Estate, Fon, Bombay-i. and including 1100 Vot s — 

IS : 1554 (Part I) —1964 

1-10-1971 [ 30-9-1972 Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd., EndrinEC — 

589, Thiruvottiyur High Road, IS : 1310-1958 
Madras-19. 

30-4-1972 Northern Minerals Pvt. Ltd., 

Gurgaon (Haryana). 


1-11-1971 


BHC dusting powders — 
T-1962 


IS : 561- 


16-11-1971-1 15-11-1972 Ge° Industries & Insecticides (India) BHC dusting powder 

” Pvt. Ltd. FieldNo. 82/3 (a)Sathan- 18:561-1958 

kadu, Kaladipet, M Bdras-19. 

16-11-1971 ’ 15-^1-1972 D°. Endrin cmulsifiable concentrates— > 

IS : 1310-1958 
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10. CM/L-501 . 
1-2-1963 

11, CM/L-539 , 
30-5-1963 


1-2-1971 30*9-1972 Tata-Fison Industries Limited, 20, Endrin emulsifiable concentrates — 


26. CM/L-614 . 
31-12-1963 


27. CM/L-701 . 
26-6-1964 

28. CM/L-782 . 
17-9-1964 

29- CM/L-789 • 
25-9-1964 

3o. CM/L-791 . 
30-9-1964 


31. CM/L-792 , 
30 - 9-1964 


32. CM|L-iq5Q 

31-3-1965 


33. CM/L-1110 . 
8-7-1965 


34. CM/L-1I38 , 
8-9-1965 


35. CM/L-1144 . 
14-9-1965 

36. CM/L-1146 , 
17-9-1965 


37. CM/L-1147. 

17-9-1965 


1-10-1971 30-9-1972 


Howrah Road, Salkia, Calcutta, 
do. 


IS : 1310-1958 
Copper oxychloride 
IS : 1507-1966 


WDP— 


22, CM/L- 561 • 

11-7-1963 

. . 1-8-1971 

31-7-1972 

Lloyd Bitumen Products fp) Ltd., 

I, Taratola Road, Calcutta-53. 

Bitumen feltB for waterpr < 1 1 1 
and damp-proofing. Type 3, 
Grades 1 and 2 ; and Type 2, 
Grade 2 — 

IS : 1322-1965 

23. CM/L-J76 . 
30-8-1963 

1-10-1971 

31 - 3-1973 

Hindustan SteeJ Ltd. , 

Durgapur Steel Plant. 

Durgapur— 3 (West Bengal) 

Structural Steel (fusion welding 
quality) — 

IS 12062-1969 

24* CM/L-577 . 
11-9-1963 

. . 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd., 
1074, Thjruvottiyur High Road, 
MadrBS-19. 

Parathion EC- — 

IS : 2129-1962 

25, CM/L-607 . 
11-12-1963 

. . I-n-1971 

31-IO-1972 

Production Centre for Electric 
Motors (Govt, of India, Ministry of 

Single-phase Capacitor Starter 
Small AC and universal electric 


. 1-8-1971 31-7-1972 


, 16-10-1971 15-10*1972 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


Industri al D e velopment 1 
Tiruvalla-5 (Kerala) 


Lloyd Bitumen Products (P) Ltd,, 
i,Taratola Road, Calcutta. 


Godrej Soaps Pvt. Ltd., Easteri 
Express Highway, Vikhrolj, 
Bomboy-79 

Hindustan Wires Ltd . B.T. Road, 
P. O. Suckchar, Distt. 24 Parganas. 


nt) motors from 0'i8KW(0-25 hp) 

to o-75 kW (I hp) with class ‘A’ 
insulation — 

IS : 996-1964 

:ts (p) Ltd,, Prefoinied fillers for expansion joint 
;utta. in concrete non-extiuding and 

resilient type (bitumen-impreg- 
nated-fibre)— 

IS : 1838-1961 

Ltd., Eastern Stearic Acid, technical. Grade 2 — 
throlj, IS : 1675-1960 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


Hindustan Wires Ltd . B.T. Road, Plain harddrawn Btee] wire for pre- 
P. O. Suckchar, Distt. 24 Parganas. stressed concreu — 

IS: 1785- (Pt-I)— : 1966 

Prima Brushware, 30, Suryya Sen Brushes, paints and varnishes, flat. 
Street, Calcutta-9- 100 m. m. Size. 

IS : 384-1964 

AluminiumCorporationoflndiaLtd, Hard-drawn stranded aluminium 
7, Council House Street, Calcutta-i. and steel-cored aluminium con- 
ductors for overhead power trans- 
mission purposes — 

IS : r398-i96i 

Hindustan Wires, Ltd., B-T. Road, Steel wire for the core of steel 


P.O. Suckchar. Distt. 24 Parganas 
(WB) 


, | 16-10-1971 


16-11-1971 15-11-1972 


15-10-1972 Kashmira Ceramic Products (P) Ltd., 
Swami Vivekanand Road, Village 
Mira, P.B. No. 7708, Borlvli, 
Bombay-92. 

15-11-1972 The Aluminium Industries Ltd., 
Ramachandrapuram P.O. 
Hyderabad-32. 


1-1Q-1971 3Q-9-1972 


Shiva Durga Iron Works (P) Ltd., 
156/1 & 172/ it, Madhusudhan 

Palchowdhury Lane, Howrah. 


. 16-10-1971 


. 16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


15-1Q-1972 Auto Pins (India) Regd., Plot No, 16, 
Industrial Area, Farldabad. 
(Haryana) 

15-10-1972 Lillooah Steel and Wire Company 
Ltd., 15/2, Bclur Road, Lillooah, 
Howrah. 


. 16-10-1971 15-10-1972 


cored aluminium conductors for 
overhead power transmission 
purposes — IS: 398-1961 

Salt-glazed stoneware pipes and 
fittings of diameter 100 mm, 
15a mm, 20a mm & 300 mm — 
IS : 651-1965 

Polythene insulated and PVC- 
sheathed cables, single core with 
aluminium conductors only — 
IS : 1596-1962 

(a) Sluice Valves for waterworks 
purposes (inside screw non- 
rising spindle type) class 1 &2, 
from 50 to 3 oo mm size— 
IS : 780-1969 and 

(b) Sluice Valves for waterworks 
purposes, class 1 and 2 from 
3500mm to 900 mm size & 
1200 mm size — 

IS : 2906-1969 

Spring leaves and leaf springs — 
IS: 1135-1966 

Structural Steel (standard quality), 
[tested Bteel rounds upto 25 mm 
dia. (1 inch) and other sections of 
equivalent area only] — 

IS : 1226 — 1969 

Structural Steel (ordinary quality) 
[tested steel rounds upto 25 mm 
dia (1 inch) and other sections of 
equivalent area only] — 

IS : 1977-1969 
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0 ) (2) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


/ 


38 . 

CM/L -1169 . 

! 3-12-1965 


16 - 12-1971 

30-6-1972 

39- 

CM/L-I 3 I 7 . 
29 - 8-1966 


16 - 10-1971 

15-10-1972 

40. 

CM/L-I 488 . 
16 - 8-1967 


I-II-I97I 

31-10-1972 

41 . 

CM/L-I525 . 

I5-9-X967 


. I-IO-I 97 I 

30-9-1972 

42 . 

CM/L-I53I . 
26-9-1967 


I-IQ-I97I 

30-9-1972 

43- 

CM/L-I553 . 

25-10-1967 


, I-II-I97I 

31-10-1972 

44- 

CM/L-I554 . 

25-10-1967 


. I-II-I 97 I 

31-10-1972 

45. 

CM/L-I556 . 

7-11-1967 


I6-H-I971 

I5-II-1972 

46 . 

CM/L-I576 . 
29-11-1967 


, I-I 2 -I 97 I 

30-II-I972 

47- 

CM/L-I 666 . 
1 - 4-1968 


I-IO-I97I 

31-3-1972 

48 . 

CM/L-I674 . 
10 - 4-1968 


. 16 - 10-1971 

15-10-1972 

49- 

CM/L-I 698 . 

L 16-5-1968 


, I 6 -II-I 97 I 

I5-II-I972 

50 . 

CM/L-I699 

16 - 5-1968 


. I 6 -II-I 97 I 

I5-II-I972 

5L 

CM/L-I704 . 

21-5-1968 


I-II-I97I 

3I-IQ-I972 

52- 

CM/L-I707 • 

31-5-1968 


, I6-II-I97I 

I5-II-I972 

53. 

CM/L-I 730 . 
28 - 6-1968 


, I-II-I97I 

3I-I0-I972 

54- 

CM/L-I 784 , 
10 - 9-1968 


, 16 - 9-1971 

15-9- 1972 

55- 

CM/L-I79I . 
16-9-1968 


. 16 - 10-1971 

15 - 10-1972 

56 . 

CM/L-l 802 . 
4-10-1968 


, I-II-I 97 I 

3I-I0-I972 

57- 

CM/L-l 808 . 
14 - 10-1968 


16 - 10-1971 

I5-IO-I972 

58. 

CM/L-I 8 H . 
14-10-1968 


, 16 - 10-1971 

I5-I0-I972 

59 . 

CM/L-I 8 I 2 . 

I4-IQ_I968 

* 

16 - 10-1971 

15 - 10-1972 


Central Insecticides & Fertilizers, 
iiq. Industrial Estate, Indore (MP). 

Hindustan Wires Ltd., B.T. Road, 
P.O. Sukchar, Distt. 24 Parganas 
(WB) 

Assam Bengal Veneer Industries P 
Ltd., 32, Canal Sou tit Road, 
Calcuita-15. 

Bharat Pulvarising Mills P. Ltd., 
1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, 
Madras- 19. 

Khaitan SonB & Co. (Tea chest) Ltd., 
34, B.T. Road, Cossiporc, Calcutta-2 

Devidayal Rolling & Refineries Pvt. 
Ltd., Pokhran Road, Thana, 
Bombay. 

Do. 

Sehgal Sanitary Fittings (PI Ltd., 
Village Chuharwali, P.O. Adampur, 
Jullundur (Punjab) 

Sudcrshan Timber Trading Co., 
Saharanpur Road, P.O. Yamuna- 
nagar, Distt. Ambala (Haryana). 

United Pulverisers, Bodla, Agra-7. 

Indofil Chemicals Limited, off Akbar 
Camp Road, Kolshct Road, Thana 

Golden Steel Corpn., P. Ltd., 64, 
G.T. Road, Lilluah, Howrah. 

Do. 

Chemicals and Insecticides, Ram- 
nagar karanjaha,Rly. Station,Kush- 
mi N.E. Rly, Gorakhpur (UP). 

The Aluminium Industries Ltd., 
Ramachandrapuram, 

Hyderabad-32 (AF) 

Bombay Wire Ropes Ltd., 

Kolshet Road, Thana. 


Chaliha Rolling Mills (P) Ltd., 
13, Chanditala Lane, Tolly-gunge, 
Calcutta-40. 

Sur Iron & Steel Co. P. Ltd., 
15 Convent Road, Calcutta-14. 


Bombay Wire Ropes Ltd., Kolshet 
Road, Thana (Maharashtra) 

The Mineral Mining Co. Pvt. Ltd., 
P. O. Rayalcheruva, Tadaptri TO. 
Anantapur Distt. (A.P.) 

Albion Plywood [Prop : Bharat Over- 
seas (P) Ltd,] Kalipore, Budge 
Budge, 24 Parganas (West Bengal) 

Sur Iron & Steel Co. (P) Ltd., 
15 Convent Road, Calcutta-14. 


DDT water dispersible powder con- 
centrates — 

IS : 565-1961 

Galvanized round steel armour 
wire — 

IS : 434 (Parts I & II) — 1964 and 
IS : 3975-1967 
Tea-chest metal fittings — 

IS : 10-1964 

Copper Oxychloride WDP — 

IS : 1507-1966 

Tea-chest metal fittings — 

IS : 10-1964 

Structural Steel (Standard quality) 
IS : 226-1969 

Structural Steel (ordinary quality) 
—IS : 1977-1969 

Sand-cast brass screw-down bib 
tapB and stop taps, 15 mm size 
for water services — 

IS : 781-1967 

Plywood Tea-Chest Battens — 

IS : 10-1964 

BHC dusting powders — 

IS : 561-1962 

Zineb water dispersible powder — 
IS .-3899-1966 

Structural Steel (standard quality) — 
IS : 226-1969 

Structural Steel (ordinary quality) — 
IS : 1977-1969 

BHC dusting powders — 

IS : 561-1962 

Hard-drawn stranded aluminium 
conductors for overhead power 
transmission purposes — 

IS : 398—1961 

(a) Steel Wire ropes for winding 
purposes in mines — 

IS : 1855-1961 

(b) Steel wire ropes for haulage 

f urposeB in mines — 

S : 1856-1961 

Galvanized steel barbed wire for 
fencing— 

IS : 278-1969 

DC electric welding generator 
having maximum continuous hand 
welding current of 300 amperes — 
IS : 2635-1966. 

Steel wire ropes for general en- 

f mecring purposes — 

S : 2266-1963 

BHC dusting powder — 

IS : 561-1962 

Wooden flush door shutters (solid 
core, type) with plywood face 
panels — 

IS : 2202 (Pt. I) — 1966 

Single operator rectifier type dc: 
are welders; current rellng 
250 A — 

IS 14559-1968 
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(I) 

(2) 


(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

6a. 

CM/L-ISI3 . 

16-IQ-I968 


16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Shalimar Biscuits Private Ltd., 
Uppal Industrial Estate, Warangal 
Road, Uppal, Hydeiabad- 13. 

Biscuits — 

IS : 1011-1968 

61. 

CM/L-1817 . 
I5-IO-I968 


1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

Bombay Wire Ropes Ltd., "Nirmal”, 
3rd, Floor, 241, Backbay Reclama- 
tion, Nariman Point, Bombay- 1 . 

Steel wire for the core of steel 
cored aluminium conductors — 
IS : 398-1961 

62. 

CM/L-1828 . 
8-II-1968 


16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

Aurangabad Rolling Mills Co., 
Additional Industrial Estate, 

Chikaltliana, Aurangabad. 

Structural Steel (standard quality) 
IS : 226-1969 

63. 

CM/L-1829 . 

8-11-1968 


16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

Do. 

Structural Steel (ordinary quality) 

IS : 1977-1969 

64. 

CM/L-1837 . 
2O-II-I968 


16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

The Aluminium Industries Ltd., 
Ramachandrapuram P.O. 
Hyderabad-32. 

PVC Insulated cables with alu- 
minium conductors of the follow- 
ing description: 

(a) Single Core (Unsheathed) 

250/440 volts; and 

(b) Single Core (Unsheathed) 

650/1100 volts. — 

IS : 694 (Part II)-r964 

65- 

CM/L-1838 . 

2Q-II-I968 


16-11-1971 

15-U-1972 

Do. 

Thermoplastic insulated weather” 
proof cables with aluminium con” 
ductors of the following typ® 

Polyethylene insulated, taped 

braided and compounded, twin 
core flat, 650/1100 volts grade — 
IS : 3035 (Part II)-i965 

66. 

CM/L-1906 , 
29-1-1969 


x-n-1971 

30-4-1972 

The Agro Industrial Chemicals Co., 
13-A Kalyani View, Rudrapur, 
Distt. (Nainital). 

Aldrin dusting powders — 

IS : 1308-1958 

67. 

CM/L-1933 , 
12-3-1969 


I-n-1971 

31-10-1972 

The Alkali & Chemical Corporation 
of India Ltd., P.O. Rishra, Distt. 
I-Iooghly. 

Ziram Water dispersible powder— 
IS : 3901-1966 

68. 

CM/L-I987 , 
II-6-1969 


16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Industrial Minerals & Chemical Co., 
Pvt. Ltd., Kurla-Marol Road, 
Chakala, Andheri, Bombay-58. 

Aldrin DP — 

IS : 1308-1958 

69. 

CM/L-2024 . 
23-7-1969 


1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

The Alkali & Chemical Corporation 
of India Ltd., P.O. Riahra, Distt. 
Hooghly, 

Thiram seed dressing formulations — 
IS : 4783-1968 

70. 

CM/L-2025 . 
23-7-1969 

1 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

Do. 

Thiram water dispersible powder — 
IS 14766-1968 

7i- 

CM/L-2079 , 

13-9-1969 

4 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Industrial Minerals & Chemical Co. 
Pvt.Ltd.,Kurla MarolFoad, Chak- 
ala, Andheri, Bombay 58. 

. BHC DP — 

IS : 561-1961 

72. 

CM/L-2080 . 
20-9-1969 

• 

16-10-1971 

T5-10-I972 

Do. 

BHC WDP — 

IS : 562-1962 

73* 

CM/L-2081 

30-9-1969 

• 

16-10-1971 

I5-IO-I972 

Do. 

DDT DP— 

IS 1564-1961 

74- 

CM/L-2082 . 
30-9-1969 

4 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Do. 

DDT TOP- 
IS : 565-1961 

75. 

CM/L-2083 » 

30-9-1969 

4 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Do. 

BHC EC— 

IS : 632-1966 

76. 

CM/L-2085 . 
30-9-1969 

• 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Do. 

Endrjn EC — 

IS : 1310-1958 

77- 

CM/L-2086 , 
30-9-X969 


16 10 19 71 

15-10-1972 

Do. 

Malathion EC — 

IS 12567-1963 

78. 

CM/L-2087 . 
30-9-1969 


16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Do. 

Dieldrin EC — 

IS : 1054-1962 

79- 

CM/L-2088 . 
13-9-1969 

* 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Bata Shoe Co. Pvt. Ltd., 6A, S. N. 
Banerji Road, Calcutta-13. 

Safeiy under canvas boots — 

IS : 3976 1967 

SO, 

CM/L-2O90 . 
13-9-1969 

4 

I-IO-T97I 

30-9-1972 

The Industrial Gases Ltd., 146, 
AndulRoad, Howrah 3. 

Arc welding transfoimcr single 
operator type; roting ; 225 amps 
& 340 amps max. continuous hand 
welding current — 

IS : 1851 1966 

1. 

CM/L-2O02 . 
13-9-1969 

* 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

The Industrial Development Corpn. 
of Orissa Ltd., Unit Hira Cable 
Works, P.O. Hirakud, Distt. Sam- 
balpur(Oriasa). 

Hard drawn Rtrardtd ah mini m 
and steel cored alnminivm con- 
ductors for overhead power trans- 
mission purposes — 


IS : 398-1961 
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(I) 

f2) 


(3) 

(4) 

1 

'C 

| 

82, 

CM/L-2102 . 
30-9-1969 

* 

. 16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

Vanina Engineering Co,, Preet Sand cast iron soil pipes up to IJO 

Nagar Road,NcarIndustrial Area, mm size — 

Jullundul City. IS : 1729-1964 

83. 

CM/L-2104 . 
30-9-1969 


. 16-10-1971 

I5-IO-I972 

Union Engineering Company, Main Tea-chest metalfittings — 

Road, Quilon, [Kerala). IS : IO-1964I 

84. 

CM/L-2107 . 
14-10-1969 


. 16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Great Indian Plywood M fg. Co„ Tea-chest metal fittirgi — 

49 A, Hari Ghose Street, Calcutta- IS : 10-1964 

5 

85. 

CM/L-2109 • 
16-10-1969 


. 16-10-1972 

1J-7-I972 

Khandesh Pesticides Pvt. Ltd., BBC dusting powders — 

Station Road, Pharangaon, Distt, IS 1561-1962 

JaJgson(W, Rly.) 

86. 

CM/L-2110 . 
16-10-1969 


. 16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Ahmedabad Manufacturing & Calico Trichloroethylene, technical — 
Printing Co. Ltd., Calico Chemicals Is 1245-1962 
& Plastics Division, Anik Chembur, 

Bombay-74 CAS) 

87- 

CM/L-2111 . 
16-10-1969 

* 

♦ I-II-I97I 

31-10-1972 

South India Aluminium Co., Ker- Win gfci all 01 r ,t n ucthmi in 
danchavadi, Mahabali punmRead, alloy utensils,, CtictSIC— - 
Madra8-20. IS 121-1959 

88. 

CM/L-2117 , 
16-10-1969 

• 

. 16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Oriental Suppliers Syndicate, 2, Tea-chest metal fittings— 
Gurudas Dutta Garden Lane, Ul- IS : 10-1964 
tadanga, Calcutta-4. 

80. 

CM/L-2118 . 
17-10-1969 

• 

. I-IJ-IQ7I 

31-10-1972 

The Alkali & Chemical Corporation Zuem, technical — 
of India Ltd., P.O. Rishra, DiBtt. IS : 3900-1966 

Hoogly. 

90. 

CM/L-2120 . 
23-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

Crown Timber & Foods pvt. Ltd., Plywood Tea-chest battens— 
Saharanpur Road, P.O. Yamuna IS : 10-1964 

Nagar, ( H aryan a) i 

9i. 

CM/L-2I2? , 

27-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

Swastika Steel & Allied products. Structural steel (ordinary quality)— 
8/1, Nutan Para Road, Liluah, IS : 1977-1969 

Howrah. 

92. 

CM/L 2125 . 
27-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

East India Industries, [Prop; East Structural steel (standard quality)— 
India Rubber Works (P) Ltd.,] IS : 226-1969 

212 Sarat Banerjee Road, Panihati, 

24 Parganas. 

Do. Structural steel (ordinary quality) — 

IS : 1977-1969 

93- 

CM/L-2126 . 
27-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

94- 

CM/L-2129 . 
30-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

S.N. Chemical Industries, B-25, BBC dusting powders — 
Industrial Estate, Mehrauli Road, IS : 561-1962 

Gurgaon (Haryana). 

9J. 

CM/L-2130 . 
13-10-1969 


. 1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

Harlalka M.C. & Co„ Industrial TeB-chest metal fittings — 

Estate, Gauhati-21. IS : 10-1964 

96. 

CM/L-2161 , 
4-12-1969 


1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd., Methyl parathjon EC- 
1074, Thiruvottivur H'gh Road, 18:2865-1964 

Madras-10. 

97. 

CM7L 2172 . 
10-12-1969 


I-IO-I97I 

30-9-1972 

Tata Fison Industries Ltd., 20 BHC emuls'fiable concentrates — 
Howrah Road, Salkia, Howrah. IS ; 632-1966 

98. 

CM/L-2173 . 
10-12-1969 


. 1-10-1971 

3o-9-iP72 

Do. DDT EC— 

IS :633-i956 

99- 

CM/L-2230 . 
3-2-1970 

• 

. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd., DDT EC — 

1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, 18:633-1956 

Madras 19. 

IOO. 

CM/L^23 x . 
3-2-1970 

* 

. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Do.' Aldrin DP— 

IS : 1308-1959 

IOI, 

CM/L-2234 ■ 
9-2-1970 

* 

. i-ix-1971 

31-10-1972 

The Alkali & Chemical CorpD. of Endrin emulsifiable concentrates — 
India Ltd-, P. 0. Rishra, Disrt. IS : 1310-1958 

Hoogly. 

I 02. 

CM/L-2236 . 
9-2-1970 


I IO 1971 

* 30-9-1972 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd.. PFCEC — 

1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, 18:632-1966 

Madras-19. 

103. 

CM/L-2237 . 
9-2-1970 


* I 10 1971 

30-9-1972 

Do. Aldrin EC — 

IS : 1307-1958 

104. 

CM/L-2266 - 
27-2-1970 

► 

. 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Jayalakshmi Fertilizers, GNT.En d- EBC WDP — 

Madhavaram, Madras-60. IS : 562-1962 

105. 

CM/L-2267 . 
27-2-1970 

* 

, 1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

Do. Endrin EC — 

IS : 1310-1958 

106. 

CM/L-2268 . 
27-2-1970 

• 

I-IO-I97T 

30-9-1972 

Plaiai pulverisTg M'llf F, Ltd.. Endo6ulphar EC- 
1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, IS .-4323-1967 


Madras-ip. 


107. CM/L-2282 . 

18-3- 1970 


I-IO-I97I T 30-9-1972 


Do. 


Malathion EC — 
IS : 2567-196? 



ifcr, 3f' )1 
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Cl) (2) (3) (.4) 


tog. 

CM/L-2312 . 
27-4-1970 

X-H-I97 I 

3 I-IO-J 972 

109. 

CM/L-2320 ■ 

1 1-5-1970 

16-11-1971 

15 - 5-1972 

no. 

CM/J -2325 . 
$>-5-1070 

1 - 10-1971 

30 - 9-1972 

ill. 

CM/L-2405 . 
n-9-1970 

l-IO“I 97 I 

30-9-1972 

i 12. 

CM/L-2415 . 
28-9-1970 

. 16-9-1971 

ij-9-1972 

• 13. 

CM/L-2420 . 
6-10-1970 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

114. 

CM/L- 242 I . 
16-10-1970 

16-10-1971 

30 - 9-1972 

115. 

CM/L-2426 . 
16-10-1970 

16-10-1971 

15-4-1072 

1 16. 

CM/L-2429 . 
16-10-1970 

16-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

117. 

CM/L-2433 . 
21 - 10-1970 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

us. 

CM/L-2434 . 
22-10-1970 

♦ I-II-I97I 

30-4-1972 

T i 9 . 

CM/L-2436 . 
27-10-1970 

. 1-U-1971 

15-11-1972 

120. 

CM/L-2438 . 
30-10-1970 

. I-H-1971 

31-10-1972 

121. 

CAl/ly- 244 ^ ’ 

30 - 10-1970 

. 1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

3 22. 

CM/L-2444 . 
30-10-1970 

. I-TI-I97I 

31-10-1972 

<23. 

CM/L-2448 . 
4-11-1970 

I-II-I 97 I 

3 1-10-1972 

124 . 

CM/L-2454 . 
Ii-H-1970 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

t 25 . 

CM/L-2457 . 
30-11-1970 

16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

r 26. 

CM/L-2458 . 
30-11-1970 

16-11-1971 

T 5 -IX -1972 


(?) 


(s; 


U,K. Paint Industries, G-T. Road. 
Amritsar. 

Premier Fertilizers Ltd., Padiirari' 
kuppam, Cuddalore-3. 

Jayalakshmi Fertilizers, g. M. T, 
Road, Madhavaram. Madras-60. 

Bharat Pulverising Mills P. Ltd._, 
1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, 
Madras-19, 

Prcmchand Jute Mills, (Lessee : 
Sonajuli Tea & Industries Ltd j, 
Chcngail, Howrah. 

Chaliha Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd. 
13.. Chanditala Lane. 55, Netaji- 
Subhas Chandra Bose Road, Tolly- 
gunge, CBlcuUa-40 

Multiplex Agro Industries Pvt. Ltd., 
PlotNo. 184/11 and 184/12, Naroda 
Industrial Estate, Naroda, Ahmed a- 
bad-2. 

Bharat Pulverising Mills Pvt. Ltd., 
Chinchpokli Gross Lane, Bombay- 

27. 

Bharat Pulverising Mills Pvt. Ltd., 
1074, Thiruvottiyur High Road, 
Madras-19. 

AGEW S f ecl Manufacturers P. Ltd., 
Ambica Oil Mills Compound, Out- 
side, Gomtipur Gate, Ahmedabad- 
21. 

Wavin India Ltd., Plots 65 & 66, 
Arobattur Industrial Estate, 
Madas-53 


The National InsulaLed Cable Co. 
of India Ltd,, ‘Nicco House’ Hare 
Street, Calcutta. 

The Alkali & Chemical Corporation 
of India Ltd., P.O. Rishra, Distt. 
Hoogly. 

Vcnsons Agro Chemicals & Allied 
Industries Pvt. Ltd., Private Indus- 
trial Estate, Coimbatore. 

Associated Industries, 8B. Chclla 
Road, Calcutta-27. 

Electrical Cables & Conductors Pvt. 
Ltd., Binoy Bhavan, 8th Floor, 27B, 
Camac Street, Calcutta-16. 

J. J. Lookmanji Copperware Factory, 
(Prop. M/s.M. Faizullabhoy & Co.) 
Jaffarbhoy Industrial Estate, 
tii-H, Kurla Andhcri Road, Marol 
Naka, Bombay-58. 

Wcstarn Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd., Lai 
Bahadur Shastri Marg, Bhandup, 
Bombay-78. 

Western Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd., 
Lai Bahadur Shastri Marg, Bhan- 
dup, Bombay-78. 


Putty for use on metalframes 
— IS :4i9- I 9h7 

BHC dusting powder — 

IS : 561-1962 

M a] at hi On EC— 

IS : 2567-1963 

Wettable sulphur powder — 

IS -.3383-1965 


B-lwiJl jute bags — 
IS 12566-1965 


Galvanized stay strand— 

IS 12141-1968 


Endrin emulsifiable concentrates — 
IS : 1310-1958 


DDT water dispersible powder 
concentrates — 

IS : 565-1961 

Fenitrothion emulsifiable con- 
Contrals 
IS : 5281-1969 

Steel windows and ventilators — 
IS ; 1038-1968 


Unplasticizcd PVC pipes for port 
able water suppi.es of sizes upto 
and including 160 mm — 

IS 14985-1968 

Flexible cables for miner’s cap 
lamps— 

IS : 2593-1964 

Thiram, technical — 

IS : 4320-1967 


BHC dusting powder — 
IS 1561-1962 


Tea-chest metal fittings — 

IS : 10-1964 

All aluminium conductors and 
ACSR conductors — 

IS 1398-1961 

Wrought aluminium utensils 
Grade SIC — 

IS 121-1959 


Structural steel (standard quality) 
■—IS : 226-1969 

Structural steel (ordinary quality) 
—IS : 1977-1969 


[N CMD/13 :iz] 
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■Tf 5 5P5T^, 19 7 2 

tpio ?ffo 27 7 0. — W EOT TT TT^flftTcT VTF^fTr RETT ^T^qT (TTETT FTIf) FriTTE 1955, % FrFTTT 8% 

^Tf^fTDT (l) % ’TT'TrT '9TTTrT THT if^IT # *f eFe tFtT FtT TFE % Ft TTT if Fnn;ir tFzT F-nr ^T"{ 

P«P iff $lT$3Tff TT XTTZ 19 71 %TT T7f ff Ttl 




■TiT 1 

lf®lT 

HTWH OT1 Efr 

Fifa 

^SPTT Tf 

If 

etFe 

TT$%9Tff TT BTR ?lV 

TITTT % Tft-T T¥T/ 

IT4T 

TIT 

p'Fptt ?ttt imrfnFf 

qTTrtr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

TfF faJfa-20 
24-10-1956 

16-10-1971 

15-10-1972 

Fr^ITT ’ffRT To FlTo, 
fTfTTT, IfW^ 

EimiT, tfffT TsfZTTTf 
%{\r 7T'‘TTT7 Tt£#T 

iff rfc- 

IS: 269-1967 

2 

iff i rr^r -104 

15-10-1958 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

fo^nfoffo r }Ff Fro,^~fr- 
fTT, (F3HT TFeTT^ITTfe) 

Tr^TfFjT FirflT TT 1- 
IS: 323-1959 

3 

iff ITT / q7T- 1 4 1 
24-9-1959 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

3TTT TEWT ^STjfT f?To, 

20 rntT TfT, Tfrnrr, 

ttotti i 

TV fff 3f TUT qTTTT- 

C\ 

IS: 564-1961 

4 

¥fr nrr / rrsf — 1 42 
24-9-1959 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 


Tf fa fr TTTTT- 

IS: 561-1962 

5 

iff xnjJ rr*r — 168 
22-2-1960 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

n 

sffrrTTf jTT Ftb^tFeT 

Tim — 

IS: 562-1961 

(I 

iff mr / rT^- — 188 
27-4-1960 

16-11-1971 

15-11-1972 

WTT ITT rriT TFiTT^T F?o, 
TTTTT TiJTr TTI, FtT 

i£sET ipmref, Fw 

WREUT 

(t) Erf! Tf TNI I3T^ 
(E4% TT SECT )- 
IS: 1005-1969 
(*l) TTfT TtFI'I 

T (^1 H E4% TT wi4- 
IS: 1184-1968 

7 

iff TO - / T'T — 1 9 9 
15- 6-1960 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

WTTI 'J'TIT^FiTT Ft'T TTo 

Fro, 5 8 9, Ft^tTFitti 
?T f Ffr, 1 9 

TT^er TfV tie Fw^Tfir 

itT 

IS: 562-1962 

8 

ift tnr/ tr^r — 200 
15-6-1960 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

It 

TVTfjf tjET'TTTn: — 
IS: 564-1961 

9 

iff I”!/ IT^T — 201 
15-6-1960 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

11 

ft eT frir^% 

ifr — 

IS: 565-1961 

10 

iff T'f / I'T — 202 
15-6-1960 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

n 

Tf itt iff ETIPT WI - 
IS: 561-1982 

I 1 

iff iT*r / rr^r— 217 

3 1-8-196 0 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

zrzr 

2 0 3TTTT TfT, nf^niT, 
TTT9T 1 

ff Tf ff TT FTE^Ttq 1 

IfT ^of 

IS: 565-1991 
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12 Tfr tttt / rfT — 317 
26 - 6-1961 


13 fit nrrr J rr^ — 339 
1 - 9-1961 


14 tttt / rr ^ — 344 

20-9-1961 


15 TV^t/fT — 349 
20-10-1961 


1-11-1971 31-10-1972 %sn?T«PR'TftBpr SftTT 

fTo, T#TV ftfftRT, 

6 tTTiTtlf, 

TlVT , M ^A V — 1 


16 tftrnr/rT.T — 367 

15-12-1961 

17 TV nTf / rr^ — 452 

3-9-1962 

18 ^fr / rr.^t — .430 

28-9- 1962 


19 TV rril j rr ^ — 431 

28 - 9-1962 

20 ^fr rrrr / rrry — 501 

1 - 2-1963 

21 Tt rm / "T — 539 

30 - 5-19 63 


1-1 1-1971 31-10-1972 %TT TP’Tt^TRT ?TTTj ^fWT TTTTTT TtfsTT % ijfa- 

ftr°,T<T<fV ftftlT nr.tfrifaw TFtTt 

6 T TIT TIT, TTT? TFT %FT, 

9it€ , 'A *-a q— 1 3 3 f°Ro TT o HT TV 

ft JtTV Wit % fTlf— 
IS: 692-1965 

1-1 1-1971 31-10-1 972 ftniT'r % TfeVV TT TPTKT- Tft TTt TtT TVTT 

TF (iftmftT ftTTT 'TTT- 7.5 fro TTO (l0 
TT, TFT *PTF) iTTo TTo) ^TV ‘it* 

(TVTrftT ftTPT ft"*TFT ) TTSR TIT — 
ftlW51T-5 (%TT) IS; 325-1961 

16-10-1 971 15-10-1972 TFT TTo ftfo, fR<T (l) ferfftR ?FT, 

nTOTT iTTTT ftjgrM, TT-TVTt, TTT 3- 

snrf-79 IS: 1675-1960 

( 2 ) TfrftTTF 4FT, TEE- 
TV4?V, Tt 3- 

IS: 1676-1960 

TV TV Tft TVftET 
(trV tijTV) ftuTV 
^1 1100 TtR 

TVttfVw 

TVt'4<1 | ftflT — 

IS: 1554 (TIT l) — 
1964 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 TTTT 'JoTTITfTT ftlFT STTo T TP r 1^3' TT 'TPTT'fftr Tt 

fro, 5 8 9, ftcfrftr^T^ tt- 

TTT, T5TT-19 IS: 1310-1958 

1-1 1-1971 30-4-1972 Trt^ fTFKW TTo ftfo, TV T(T TV ^JTT TT3TT — 

(^FTTTT) IS: 5 61-19 62 

>6-11-1971 15-1 1-1972 ftftV FF p TT ^ #Tf?RTrTFT TV TJT TV TTT 'TFTT — 

(tfw) TTo ftro, >TftT IS: 501-1962 
To 8 2/3 (rr) , 8TTTTT?, 

T5TT-19 

16-1 1-1971 15-1 1-1972 „ irpnET TT 'TTqTTVq - T t 

sHT — 

IS: 1310-1958 

1-2-1971 30-9-1972 TFT TTTTH Pro, TT TEItTVt TT 

2 0, jjTTfT TV?, TftFTT, 3T — 

TTW IS: 1310-1958 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 „ TV TV TV TT ftrTTft 

T$- 

IS: 1507-1966 
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1 


22 ?fr TTTT / RT-561 
1 1-7-1 9G3 


1—8—1971 31-7-1972 


23 *fT — S 7 6 

30-8-1963 

24 # TT*r / IT5T— 577 

1 1-9-1963 

26 'T f f / ^ — 607 
11-12-1963 


1-10-1971 31-3-1973 


1-10-1971 JO-9-1972 


26 — 614 

31-12-1963 


2 7 ifl nil/ TT — 701 
2 6-6-1964 

28 Tft OTT / rr^r — 781 
1 7-9-1964 


79 Tfr I3[TT / T?T~ 789 
25-9-1964 


30 *ftOTr/rr^r — 791 
30-9-1904 


TTTT fTTTf JrT SlfarcT ( TTo ) 5 tTt TOW TTTfl 

fao, i, TTnfrTr tit, % farr fsmjtR 
4“447m-5 3 % 6^, 3, 

1 «fk 2; sfr? 

2T?T 2, 2 — 

IS: 1322-1965 

r ^(l 1 6 fdVt flTo, *PaRT TTETET ( J l M H 

’RTT, Tlrf^T-3 (To T'fTTT f%7R) ~ 

TTFT) IS: 2062-1969 

eer f*ER tto tofTTtr rrrEt rt 

fao , 10 74, fTRlfrER Tlf sir- 

Tte, RTR-19 IS: 2129-1962 

1-11-1971 31-10-1 972 fTTEft ^ Ttfcf TT Tsp 

(srtefrfrrr farm brer, rr sffr qf?T- 

etr jerr), Ptwrt-5 ttr fr^Rl % jfr^r: 

(%TH) 0.18 i%o TTo 

( 0 . 2 5 TTo TTo) 

§ 0.7 5 f%o TTo 
( 1 i?To TTo ) , #wfT 

‘it’ I^VR Tl^r- 

lS: 996-1964 

1-8-1971 31-7-1 972 RER fefTTT jfTTTJT (TTo) if TTK oftlf % 

fao, 1 , FfRErtTT -dr, far t^faf+R felT, 
TETTRT I SRTt ^ RT- 

TTR % (fwTT- 
*R TRT TTR3R )- 
IS: 1838-1961 

16-10-1971 1 5-10-1972 *ft°T TTo foo, fERpEE ^ f, TTRpEl, 

ITTTTTT TTsR, fW*M; TT 2- 

TRf-79 IS: 1675-1960 

16-10-1971 15-10-1 972 ffFIRR TRtf fro, sftojVo ^ TTfrr ^2: % fr'T 

ftT, ^TTTT WTTT, fr^T TTT% W frT 
24— T’TT'TT 1JETET % TR — 

IS: l 785 ( r TFT l) — 
1966 

33T TER sflT Tlffrl % 

frr trt, i oo 
ffrft BT^rr %- 

IS 384-1964 

T-TfTpRT TESTER 51191 f^rtTfr TER TTT spprf 
^ffrlT Pro, 7, #frT % fr" rr fjf% ;r- 

smr ’frz, 9R4RT-I tit RTfiifRTT ttIt 

1E-TET Til “fil * Tfr 
rETfrffrPT ^T'TTi— 
IS 398-1961 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 TT^TT IHTT’T 7 ', 3 0, *R 

frfr, trtrt-9 


16-10-1971 15-10-1972 
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gj *ff rrr / rT ? — 7 92 16-10-1971 15-10-1972 fg7|FTPT TET4 fTo, Tfo 31 o fSTCtTf^ TETF TTTT 

30 - 9_ 196 4 ATT, TETTT ^TTK, fTTE TET? % far f'-T- 

24 -TGTTE (To TTET) TT TEF ^TtfT TEf 

TR TT% ^fTfTTT 
RETTT TTt" TTtC % 
fTT TT TR- 

IS 398-1961 

32 Tf TTif / rr-T- — 1 050 l 0 — 1 0 - 1 *> 7 1 15—10-1972 TITTER fTtfTT TfTTRT(TTo ) TTT TTTfT FTfTT'TT 

3 J- 3 - l 9 6 5 fRo , RETT fTTTITR XT?, % TEE T rEt faf'TT, 

tEtT TTT t Tto tEo To 100 fTTf, 150fT»ff, 

7708, Tfifoff, TTTf-92 200 faff tEt 300 

f>TTE 5T1T ttE- 

IS 651-1965 

3 3 iff tRE I iTR — 1110 16—11—1971 15 *1 1-1972 fr rRijfrfTTT Pt ° , TfTpftT ftfSTT Tf 

g— 7 — 1 9 6 5 RTTTR'fT 1 ! TERR, El EE RET TFT 

tTRTTT-32 %TT, RK % 

rRqpTpETT RET# 
TIT — 

: 1596-1962 

31 Tf TT / fT"T— 1 138 1-10-197 1 30-9-1972 PlT fT? TTTTT TTT (TEo) (tt) TT'F'T PETIT if 

8—9—1 9 65 fro, 156/l tEt/ 172/11, pTT F^T TFT ('TERf 

TIJ^TT TFTTEsRf RT, ^ff RE# T T# TT# 

RETTT I TfTFJTT) NTT 1 rEt 

2, 5 0 *f 300 fTTf 
TE?T %- 

IS : 780-1969, sfk 
(r) TTTT TTTf%fTCf 

FTq- RTR, TTf 1 rET 
2, 350 fTTf R 900 

PetE ttttrEt 1200 

fTTf TTTT - 
IS: 2906-1969 

35 ^ff tttt / rr^r — 1144 16-10-1971 1 5-10-1972 RETf PER (^faTl) ’’fRo, RrffTR TRTpTRt RET 

14_9—I90 5 RR To 16, ^TfcjTTRffRT, TRT# # TpTRf - 

RTErIRTT (fRTFfr) IS ■’ 1 135-1966 

3 6 EE^t/tT-1 146 1 6 - 10-1971 1 5-10-1972 flTTI *TfT ROT TERR RTF# RTRTT ^TTT (TRF 

1 7—9— i 9 65 fTo , 15/ 2, TT t #?, fa’TTEjfcpFR) ['RjflT 

TTTTI I ^T j TTT R REFT 2 5 fTTf 

( 1 i. T) ST HI Tf RRE 
T#f iff T TTFT TFT 
R?R #1TT j — 

IS: 226-1969 
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37 tV TT/HT-l 147 16-10-1971 15 10-1972 „ t^TAT (ETTPTT 

1 7-9-1965 f«PTT ) ['mfifTT 

?rrrar % tfa 2 5 MV 
(1 *t) «nrr % 
TTT TcPV ^V tTTJT 
4ET Tm]- 
IS: 1977-1969 


38 

ffV nrr / tth-i 169 

1 6-12-1971 

30- 6— 1 972 

tfT r ['HT Tff - 

TV f\ ^ MttTT 


3-12-1965 



Tr^Tt, no, 

Hr 77 - 





(TKT 3TT7T ) 

XS: 565-1961 

3 9 

tV 1JT / ET— 1317 

1 6-10-1971 

15-1 0-1972 

f?ff*TET fTo, TfoZTo, 

ft or test t| tttt tt 


29-8-1966 



ttY, ETTF, ftTT 

PI tt TT TT ^TTTT 





24-TFHT (q-o TTT'T) 

TT tT- 






IS : 434 (TTT 1 
stVt 2)- 1964; STYt 






IS : 3975-1967 

40 

tV rrir / P/T— 14 8 8 

1-1 1 i c 7 1 

31-10-1972 

«ttt sttet tftn; ti« 

TIT tf tPff t fTT 


10-8-1967 



fro, 32, $TTT TfTT 

TfT % ftftT- 





tlr, ttttt - 1 5 

IS : 10-1964 

41 

tV TT / 15 2 5 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

TFT J?TTr?fJTT M Tfo 

T?rTT TTtVftVT^T 


15-9-1967 



fTo, 10 74, fTETTf'rTTT Zft TT MttVT 





tv?, etht- 1 9 

IS I 1 507-1966 

42 

tV rr?r / TTr-r— 1-531 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

^ttt tr tt? to (tv %??) 

tit tv tfttr t Pte 


26-9-1967 



fro, 34 , trotrottr, Tttr- 

- trir; t ftfFr- 





TTTTT-2 

IS'- 10-1964 

43 

tV 05 / rr^- 1553 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

ttRTTT tVM rr^Y MlTT- 

tZTTT 17 TT (EPEE 


25-10-1967 



trr, tto fto, tVTFrtVr, 

Peft)- 





TRT, SFff 

IS: 226-1969 

4 4 

TfY rrt t / 0/T— 15 5 4 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

T 1 

t^TOT ^TTT (ETTFT 


25-10-1967 




Pe«T:- 






IS: 1977-1969 

4 5 

Tfl rrir / TT -1556 

16-11-1971 

15-1 1-1972 

BTTT ttV^tV ftf FT (Tlo) 

'lit! tV TTlf % Ptit 


7-1 1-1967 



Pro, TIT r '"fr, 'SIT'- 

<Vt TFT ?|Tt Tk 5f‘? 





TT TrFTJG TTSF (tTTT) 

(fit TltV flTT tV 
4 T 7 T fV ttPlTT, 

1 5 MV TTTsr- 

IS : 781-1967 

4 6 

Tft tttt / mr — 15 76 

1-12-1971 

30-11-1972 

gstT pnr T jftr to, 

tit tv tfofr t Pt 7 


29-11-1967 



OoinTr try, wr — 

CTT^TT tr Tf|rt- 





JTJTRTI , f TTT YFTTTT 
(jFTFTT) 

IS: 10-1964 

47 

tfV nrir / ^-1666 

1-10-1971 

31-3-1972 

[pFryTt, tVrTr, 

tr 7^ tv STTT TTTST- 


1-4-1968 



TFFT-7 

IS-' 561-1962 
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48 /ir?T-1674 


10-4-1968 


49 TfT rnr / rrsf-i 698 


16-5-1968 


16-5-1968 


51 Ft rn? /fh-1704 


21-5-1968 


52 tttT / T7T-1707 


31-5-1968 


53 /tn*-17 30 


28-6-1968 


54 Ft IF / F7T-1784 


10-9-1968 


55 ¥?T trrr / itr-1791 


16-9-1968 


56 1JH / IF— 180 2 


4-10-1968 


57 tft^/l ^-1808 


14-10-1968 


1 6-1 0-1971 1 5-10-1972 %fF4HF fHo, TFR : ftpNl TIT faFF^ftH 

WTR - TTff, FTHHT FrjFT- 
TtH, «M IS: 3899-1966 

16-1 1-1 971 1 5-1 1-1972 FRFF Fjfa- TRFftsiF FTo, JRFHT ^FTF' (FIFT 

fFo , 64,3fro^o ft?, f%FF )- 
fa^FT, FlFTl IS: 226-19 69 

50 Ft FF / rr^f — 1 699 1 6-1 1-197 1 1 5-1 1-1972 „ FTH4T ^TRT ( F1FRF 

ftiFF)- 

IS: 1977-1969 

1-11-1971 31-10-1972 %faFFF Far ^F+il H 1 4^9 , TTF- ft FH tfl «JHH 'TTTTT 

FHT, FRHTtHF THHF, IS: 561-1962 

Fo 

(Ho STo ) 

16-11-1971 15-1 1-1972 fc^sijfHpFlR fFo, famf( TIFT HH°T FHHT 

RFHR9FF, |TWT-32 % faF f%% 

(FFR H^l) HTTR i^FfFfHHF % 

HTHF- 

IS: 398-1961 

1 1-11-1971 31-10-1972 TER TFf FHo, (^) FETl ^ fFTTET^ % 

fr?, FTFT % fair ^FITF % FR % 

TRt - 

IS: 1855-1961 
(il) g’TFf <£HTf % 
fHF ^FITH ^ FTT % 
TRt- 

IS: 1856-1961 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 FlfFST CltFF f^r5F(TTo )1%o, FI? HHT% % 

1 3, n’^d'HI FH, , FRIT Ft SFTTF $ 
+F+m-40 FTrf^R HR - 

IS: 278-1969 

1 6-10-1971 15-10-1972 ^ FIFTH ^ Flo fF°, Jf tl%5F ^ 300 

1 5, <1 S . F>HHHTT— 1 4 F^FFR HH1 FflRi- 

HF HHH FRT Fl% 
?fV fFFFt% #fH5F 

ffrr- 

IS: 2635-1966 

1-11-1971 31-10-1972 FIFT TtRT fFo.FtFFF HIFPH ’^ftfHFfl’ Wff 

Ttr, FTHT (F^RF^) % fFTT *FTTH % FR 

% Ef% - 
IS : 2266-1963 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 fe fFFTH FRfFF to FTofHo, FT OF Ft !JHH TIFR - 

TIFF 7 ', RHHFW, FtFfF IS: 561-1962 
FFJF', FFFFJT fFFT 
(FFCT 
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1 2 


3 4 


5 


6 


58 Tt FT / IHT- 1 8 1 1 16-10-1971 1 5-10-1972 

14-10-1968 


59 # tTJT / TT-1812 16-10-1971 15-10-1972 

14-10-1968 


60 # rrT / OT-1813 16-10-1971 15-10-1972 

1 6-10-1968 

61 m TT / 1817 1-11-1971 31-10-1972 

15-10-1968 


62 rrrr / tttt— 1828 16-11-1971 15-1 1-1972 

8-11-1968 

6.3 Tfttnr / rnFT-1829 16-11-1971 15-11-1972 

8-11-1968 

64 tfVlTJT /iTT-1837 16-1 1-1971 15-1 1- 1972 

20-11-1968 


65 6"t inr / 1^-1838 16-11-1971 15-1 1-1972 

20-11-1968 


TT ^TT ( 6 1 fTTl Vfl J A TTTt % TTcTT T>TT£ 

sfiTTTW 511° fr° ) , TTTt- (sfa nar wr n%) - 

JT, T3f TT, 24— TOETT 3TT TT- 

(To TTTT) IS: 2202 (TETl) - 

1966 

gr 'WETC'T rro? (TT°) ttT STIT^T nfa 

ffao, 15, TTfar ffa, TTTCTTTfrifl'Wr^T^: 
VTTtTT— 1 4 «n?T^T: 250 ?TPft- 

IS: 4559-1968 

TIETtTT 5 " TTo fTo ,T°TT fa^£— 

TRTTfre, IS-T01 1-1968 

TTT, 1 3 

TTTT TNT fTo/'fTTT” ^ I3 TTT TV TTT TTT 
Hfa'Pl TpET, 241, TTT f TfTT T TTTTrf T TTIT 

fZTTT5R, TIT — 

sr^rf-l IS: 398- 1 96 1 

^ I'M IT Tti%T fT'TT T o , TTT'Tr TCTPT ( -H I r 1 + 

PTTTTHI, T’kTMIT IS: 226-1969 

„ TTTTT ^TRT (TWITT 

farr)- 

IS: 1977-1969 

fa 'T-^rnPElT 7 i^ 4 fro ; Pnrfalw faTTT n% 
TTTT'TJTTr «|^’=) <, TTTTlt TTT 

(farm?- 3 2 ft m fTfrer %nr: 

(fan 

n%) 25o/440Tte:; 
sffa 

(**) afar (fan 

TftT Tfar) 650/l 1 00 
Tt?T- 

IS:694(mT2)-1964 

„ fanPirfaT TTIT ^TITFtJ- 

fafaTT TWft nfa 
nTEnTt Ttfan^- 
nr %nr : Tfaffan*- 
^ffa ttPset, St *fa, 
ifsfa ’m’K 'T^faHid 
T^fa TTvT TTS, 

65o/iioo«fas:ifa- 
IS: 3635(nrr2)- 

1965 
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66 iff ini / ^-1906 1 — 11—1971 

29 - 1-1969 

67 iff * 1*1 / PIT - 1933 1 - 11-1971 

12 - 3-1969 

68 iff PTf / 1^-1987 16 - 10-1971 

1 1 - 6-1969 


30 - 4-1972 


31 - 10-1972 


fr faff 7>ffaiP'l 

1 3-tt, TWMt frj, TSTT, 
faiTT ( 3 'll ell "I ) 

fa fa-^-Tr ’teg- % fayn~ vrc- 

fafalH OTTtfeTT fa°, 
-sI+'hX feN ' I, (fail g'lfa 


rrfFfT Tmr — 
IS :130 s - 1 1958 

farm! ht ^eT faiffafW 

TP 3 TT— 

IS: 3901— 1966 


15 - 10-1972 faTTIH TTJST - 

srr° fafa fm ftFt tns, IS: 1308-1958 

WTd', H"RTr— 5 8 


69 iff ini / rr?T~2024 
23-7-1969 


1-1 1-1971 31-10-1972 tT7*'?fr iru? %ffaF5T Tufa- !#ffa TT ITTEf T?f fanT 

cvii y iNi ihm fa ° , 1 1 +- if tht— 

HI fT¥7T,fWr iffaf 

lSt 4783 -i 968 


70 iff far / faT -2025 1 - 11-1971 31 - 10-1972 

23 - 7-1969 


fa nr tt *tt faofaffa 

■J 

TF3HT — 

IS: 4766— 1968 


71 iff far/ faf -2079 
13 - 9-1969 


16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 faw far %faTW sff fa! fa ijfaT TFT 3 T — 

®ffo fao fao, HflfaT-RTfa 18 : 561-1961 
TfT, faffa, STfaf- - 5 8 


72 iff fal / faT— 2080 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

20 - 9-1969 

73 fa faT / faT -2081 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

30 - 9-1969 


fa ITT iff 3T5T ffafafar 

TETST— 

IS'- 5 6 2 — 1 962 

fa fa if TF 3 TT - 
IS: 564-1961 


74 iff faT / faT -2082 
30 - 9-1969 


16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 ffaTOTT faT fa fa fa 3 p?r faflifafa 

Hr ° SIT o 1% o , jet'll -HTIH 9E3TT — 

TtS", ^T^TT, 'sra^f, 5 s IS : 565-1961 


75 iff faT / faT -2083 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

30 - 9-1969 

76 iff faT / faf -2085 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

30 - 9-1969 

77 iff faf /faT -2086 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

30 - 9-1969 


78 fa fat /faT -2087 16 - 10-1971 15 - 10-1972 

30 - 9-1969 


fa faT iff TFUfaFT far 
JFT- | 

IS : 6 3 2— 1 9 6 6 

HT TFRFffa ^ 5 f 

IS 1310-1958 


TlHlFffa fair 


sCH- 

IS : 2567— 1963 

TTfaff'-fH TOHrffa k ^3r 
sh- 

IS 1054-1962 
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79. of / l*T-2088 

13-9-1969 

80. ifflJW / i^T-2090 

13-9-1969 


81 . / q^T-2092 


13-9-1969 


82. tffO[W / trjsT— 2102 

30-9-1969 

83. / ^-2104 
30-9-1969 

84- iff HR /0R-21O7 
14-10-1969 

85. / CtH-2109 
16-10-1969 

86. iff hr /qH-2110 

16-10-1969 


87- iff HT / HT-2111 
16-10-1969 


88 . lft ^/^-2117 

16- 10-1969 

89. iff HR /H^-2118 

17- 10-1969 


1-10-1971 39—9—1972 ^RT^^o5n'^fHo ) 6-IT ) q^ ) ^-^^ra-%^arrT^:- 

RT ° Wsff TR, ^tfWIT-l 3 IS : 3976-1967 

1-10-1971 30—9— 1 072 fc T%IT flT o , 146, H^ OT r I?r< TT?T WTR? 

Tfr, ^pt^t- 3 ^fRr % jirronfr : 

ffR 223 *FTt sffa 
srfETOirR 
WKT ^fR 340 wRf- 
IS 11851—1966 

1—10—1971 30—9—1972 f? iRfl^TOT fsRfwfc 1 5.H I- PiRTlPl Al4f 

iam WTO iRflTT flT o , % Pin TRT pg% 

ffTT ^TOT RTlf TTO- TTT ?ITR «fhC 

rt 4 i j-y, Rh i ' 3 * f 4 r i ^ < RPi tr^r rf sjfrc rt$t 

(iRfRT) / rT.TTjfirfrpiTT TER— 

IS 1398-1961 

16-11-1971 15-11-1972 WIT ^3ft R rRr TTo, jffcTRRT 150 fRRf RTOT ITO % 

tR, Rror hRtt, RT^ifiifl^RirTRT- 

tRut fir€t IS U729-1964 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 JJpRH ^hEPrRr To, iERTT, TR # cffoif % flR HT§ 

forifR (%nr) % Wr - 

IS 1 10-1964 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 ijfoR c-n^S 3 -^mWtRR TRffffofrtf 

»po, 49H;t[ftRER 4^1 i, % Pt)fi9— 
W°RTT— 6 IS : 10-1964 

16-10-1971 15-7-1972 HR%W ^€fOTS^IT TT ° f%°, Rf HR iff ?JW TIWI - 

IOTT ER, TTT'trrf'l, IS : 561-1962 

Reft umon (t° RR) 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 HR RT^f- 

%Rtot fsrfen - f%°, *f5E- 

%fl!Rif %f*TOHT ETT- 

fero fRMT, WpTO, IS : 245-1962 

wR -74 (h nr) 

i-ii-i97i 31 - 10-1972 tru %fw frort sffc 

R^RiffgTR tr, ijEijfprPEnT fsr^rarg 

RsEir-20 % TR, ifs 

ift- 

IS : 21-1959 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 WffRlT HTOfR f%¥f%T, 2, TFT T?f fforf ^ flTH BTI$ 

WITTT TfiT RT$R ^R, ^ fafeR- 

^d|«!TRI, TlWHT-4j IS : 10-1964] 

1-11-1971 31-10-1972 fc C(<HWl ITur RtW TTTTR fETET, cRnfrspt - 

Rr WTO sRRTflTo, TR7- IS: 3900-1966 

rt Rt <j, Pjiijii griff 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

00. 

t^T-2120 

1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 


RTR *pt Tfttt % far 


23-10-1969 



R^<H^tts,ywRT 

^ivjy spt Rl|Rt - 





TROT RRT, (^TRPRT) 

IS U0-1964 

91. 

tfVtpr / qrr-2123 

1-11-1 971 

31-10-1972 

ERlfiflT; EitR R03- 

RTRHTWRd (wrom'l) 


27-10-1969 



s / 1 , m«i 

(f*PW) — 





■<1«, ffajRT, 

IS 11977-1969 

92. 

RttTR / tJST— 212 5 

1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

fry tfeRT [RTfa^ 

: RTOFTT^Wro (RTRRT 


27-10-1969 



1*3 yffart TRR R^(RT° ) 

Petr)- 





fRo] 21 2 RTR RROff tty, 

IS 1 226-1969 





TlR^dt, 24 TWIT 


93. 

J tTR-2126 

1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

„ RTRRT RFfTR (RTEIKR PeRR) 


27-10-1969 




IS : 1977-1969 

94. 

RtqR / ^-212 9 

1-11-1971 

30-4-1972 

cj^t 0 tpr 0 $>fR+"R 

tt t£R tft tJRR trTs <— 


30-10-1969 



tt— 25, ^r+^M'T 

IS : 561-1962 





R^fafr try, ’jsrTr 






(STRTRT) 


95. 

tfttJR / tT?r-2130 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

55<,<4l<4<4"t>l yTT 15 <Tl 0 + 0 , 

RTT^t^feit WEg 


13-10-1969 



yyfejRR RVr€t-21 

% fafeR - 






IS 1 10-1964 

96. 

tfTRR / t^-2161 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

RTTR '{'--A * I'S.fRR ffaR RT 0 

PlRTTR ^TtfRlftR RIRTT- 


4-12-1969 



fRTo, 1074 , ffaRtffa 

RtR far 3R- 





<JT3T§ tty, RRTR-19 

IS : 2865—1964] 

97. 

tftqR / ^-2172 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

TTHT TIT ’j FT fao, 

tt 1TR ift 'TTTRRtR far 


10-12-1969 



2 0, RIRTT Tty #W, 

3R- 





^TRST 

IS 1632-1966 

98. 

Rt<JR / fat— 21 73 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

RIRT RiTRRTR fRo, 20 

it it it RIRRRtR far 


10-12-1969, 



ptfT TtR, RfWTT, RTRTT 

RR — 






IS 633-1956 

99. 

tft ^R / ir?r-2230 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

RTTR JJRTTSfRR fRTR RTo, 

it it it RiRRttR far 


3-2-1970 



fR°, 1074, fRTRtf?RJT 

JET- 





51^ Tty, RRTR-19 

IS 1 633-1956 

100. 

Rt<TR j i^T-2231 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1072 

JJ 

>JRR T131T- 


3-2-1970 




IS 1 1308-1959 

101 . 

tft<JR / ^-2234 

1-11-1971 

31-10-1972 

Ft <t u '* ^l+i"ti<4 "Emit- <1 w RTREoftR far 


9-2-1970 



trr rtr tffarr fR°, 

5R- 





RFERT, ftRTT,ffalT §R*ft 

IS 1 1310-1958 

102- 

qttpr / i^r-2236 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

rttr 5?mr#nt ffaR srro 

tt tTR rt rtrrrTr far 


9-2-1970 



Fro, 1074, FfTREtfET^T ^rf 

SR 





try, rrtr-19 

IS 1 632-1966 

103. 

tft HR / 1^-2237 

1-10-1971 

30-9-1972 

n 

'tfafR TIRTHtR far SR- 


9-2-1970 




IS 1 1307-1958 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


104 *frtTTT/ir?r-22 66 

27-2-1970 

105 iff irir/t^r-2267 

27-2-1970 

106 iff tPT/trsr-22 68 

37-2-1970 

107 tfV triT/lT^-228 2 

18-3-1970 

108 trrr/t^-2312 

27- 4-1970 

109 # tnr/tT7T-2320 

11-5-1970 

110 ^Mttt/^-2325 

19-5-1970 

111 ift ^n/(T?T-2405 

11-9-1970 

112 <rrr/ H-2415 

28- 9-1970 

113 2420 
6-10-1970 


114 trq-/rr7=f — 2 4 2 1 

16-10-1970 


115 ifr TH/tJ*T-2426 

16-10-1970 

116 Hf OOT/itH-2429 

16-10-1970 


1-10-1971 30-9-1972 TOTOift ^floiT^ci ifT 

HVo TtS, TOTH- 60 TOT 

IS : 562-1962 

1—10—1971 30—9—1972 4to n /To rrf^H TO 0 1 0 B ■iY-’I 

afto TOTH- 60 sHT- 

IS:i310-195P 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 HTOH fTOH HT° "TOTO HlTO ^~TTO$H 

fw°, 1074, 

Tty, Hi RT— 1 9 


1-10-1971 30-9-1972 


TO TOT— 
IS:4323-1967 

httoTtoIh TPHT%r^r 

2H— 

IS: 2567-1963 

1-11-1971 31-10-1972 Hl'o'fl'oTK UTH; % % far 

STHTHT 9|ft— 

IS: 419-1967 

16-11-1971 15-5-1972 sftfTOTT f^o, TT#- 4>^^t^=PT'TE3TO;- 

THfTOT, f|HH-3 IS: 561-1962 | 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 TOTTOHt T^IITOT^, rnfo HTTOfTOTO TTWftH Tfa 

cfto TlT, TOIH — 60 SH— 

IS: 2567-1963 

1-10-1971 30-9-1972 TOTO J^TTOfTOT fTOH TT° Vjfa HlTO HTO7 ^t- 

f^To , 10 74, fTOTffTTTO: fit IS: 3383-1965 
TIT, TOTH— 1 9 

16-9-1971 15-9-1972 SITOTO ^ frp^T, (iJlHTfT : tt-ftHH ^ % HT^ - 

HFTOlHt ft TOT IS : 2 5 6 6-1965 

fto ) tHH, rjl^ ?T 

16-10-1971 15-10-1972 HTfafT ttfHH fTOH TTOfTO, TOE HR at 

1 3, HTtTOT ?FT, 5 5, trot Hf- 

HHTH HTO sftff ^ dltW4 , IS:2141-1968 

TOTTOTT-40 

16-10-1971 30-9-1972 TOS^^W fnft 5TTo , IT qiwflTl jfcf 

f^To, W 3° 184/nsflT £H- 

1 84 / 1 2, tofu IS: 1310-1958 

TO?PH, TOTTORET-2 

16-10-1971 15-4-1972 HTTH fow UTo tt tt HH ftrofttH 

1% 0 , ptirUH'lctjpJV TOH vTH, TT3yT— 

£-27 IS: 5 65— 1961 


16-10-1971 30-9-1972 HFUT 'JTOTRfHH fTOH HT° M 1 0 H^ftH 

fUo, 10 74,faT^rtTT^TfTt 3H- 

tte, TOTH-19 IS: 5281-1969 
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117 tttt/ctft — 2433 

21 — 10—1970 


118 faT/O/T -2434 

22 - 10-1970 


119 ?fT tnT/Tf=r-2436 

27 - 10-1970 

120 rrir/rnT -2438 

30 - 10-1970 

121 1 ^/ 17^-2442 

30 - 10-1970 

122 HV nrr/trr -2444 

30 - 10-1970 

123 TE/h/T — 2448 
4 - 11-1970 


124 4 V rrjT^rnr — 2454 
11 - 11-1970 


125 TT/iFT -2457 
30 - 11-1970 

126 7 ft nTT/iM -2458 

30 - 11-1970 


16-10-197 1 15-10-1972 F f faTTR-fa PsTSfW 

TTo fao, srffaTT TN ffaT 5lV; TfafRTO 1 — 
H^TTT, mfT ifTEftT 7 fa, IS: 1038-1968 
rc -21 


1 - 11-1971 30 - 4-1972 


Pro, rtt 6 5 nfrr efat % Tffat ir TFfr 

6 6, irrRTT' ^fa, '67H % fan 

TTgrar — 5 8 ift Tf Et % TTfT, 

160 frrrfV cFF % 
ETT 51 %- 
IS: 4985—1968 


1 - 11-1971 


1 - 11-1971 


1 - 11-1971 


IS: 2593-1964 
fsT- 7 -pr, 

IS : 4320-1967 


1-1 1-1971 3 1 - 10-1 972 


15-1 1-1972 fa faiorr facr Jifarf % afTff 

?TTT) sfajTT % o , 'ffafat % fan npTTfa 

31-10-1972 fe rfaTvft TO 5 fT7- 

TTfaT HTTF tfyqT fa°, 

TTTurr fern, faTT 

31 - 10-1972 faff rro? n~n- fa faTST - 

T? TTofao.snfafa IS: 5 6 1-1 96 2 

^ f f-- farRrp- 

nfafarrfa , 8 fa, fa fasfa % URJ 

%TTT far, 'iTTTrfT— 2 7 % ffifw- 

IS: 10-1964 


1 - 11-1971 31 - 10-1972 


1-11-1971 


falffaTN % 3 F*T n<rf ifarfa *lfa nnfafafarr THT 

/ ■ o 

UTO fao, ffafTl NTT, Rfa fafa tt fa ng- ?nT 
iffaN, 27 fa, =TFTT- 

T^TT-16 IS: 398-1961 

31-10-1 972 fao fa° --fWT^r TITfaTT^ ffafa nr^faffaPT % 

'O k o 

faffa!, (RlfaT: fa^fa ^0 gfal, 5 "? Ifa fa- 
^^TTOlt mr? fao ) 3TCT- IS . 21-19 5 9 
Hlf farfcjiR- ??fa, 1 1 1- 
tt=et, f r^rr fajfa tvs , 
fafa TO, -58 


16 - 1 1-1971 


15-1 1-1972 TlfaT ffalT srro fao, 

ofFT «feT 3 T TJTTTfa 019 , 

fasn, ^t -78 


16 - 11-1971 15 - 11-1972 


TTC^TT Vr'lin (eFF 5 

fan? ) — 

IS : 2 2 6— 1 9 6 9 

faRFTT ’^TUrf (fEWT 

fVfa 

IS: 1977-1969 


[fao fa RT fa/ 13 : 12] 
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New Delhi, the lath July 1972 

S.O.2771. — In pursuance of sub-regulation (A) of regulation 14 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Re- 
gulations, 1955. as amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that licences No. CM -2704 and CM/L 
2-05, particulars of which are given below, have been cancelled with effect from 3 Tuly 1972, due to the expiry of the lease of the manu- 
facturing premises. 


SI. LicenceNo. and Date Name and Address of licensee Article/Pror-'s covered by the Relevant Ird ; sr Sttrr'Fid 

No. licence cancelled 


(I) (2) 


ft) 


(4 


(5) 


1. CM/L-2794 M/s. Maharashtra Udyog, Khe- Structural Steel 

29-10-1971 tan Industrial Estate, Ram- (Standard Quality) 

krishna Chemburkar Marg, 

Chcmbur, Bombay-74 having 
their Office at 3rd Lane, Kasara 
Street. Darukhana, Bombay-io. 


IS: 226-1969 Specification for 
Structural Steel (Standard 

Quality) 

(. Fourth Revision) 


2, CM/L-279J 
29-10-1971 


Do. 


Structural Steel 
(Ordinary Quality) 


IS : 1977-1969 Specification 
for Structural Steel (Ordinary 
Ouality) 

(First Revision) 


[No. CMD/55 :2794.] 


fff felt, 10 yranf, 1972 

W?l[o 2 771. — Uniff DTT TT Ml tfflT ^TT (TRPFT fffpFPT, 1955, % fMtpriT 14 % ^ 

( 4 ) , % 5RTTT ffFTT TTT7T fffiTT TTTT | H TP4T ffT 2 7 9 4 fPTT 2 795 

p3FT% ^ ffrff fTT -dtTTTff PIET % if^KI ^ 3 ^vTlf 1 972 T? TT foff ffir | 


tpf jfW HTWff IFiTT ?fk TT BUT 5ftT TBT TBT feir ffir BTBTT ffcHTSFSft BTTffi 

p#r # TEB/TfWT 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


(5) 


1 . 


BT TT/E/T — 27 94 
29 - 10-1971 


ifi# BBTET, #ffFT ST CTBT f FTET (RRffi IS.226-1 968 STTffBT ^TTltT 

fPBT, Trfffiwr (BTBTi PffiHT) (b^it 

=#*5^7- tfpf, BTBt-74 JBTterr) 

(TFliTHr: fflflTt vET, ffiFTI 

PTfe, BTW1BT, 5FBf-10) 


2. ^fr tTTr/tr^f— 27 95 

29-10-1971 


ffTTET ^FTET (BIST!- IS:l977-1969STTffBT fFIEI # 

TTfffiGT) fdfiirfe (irrsrnTJi f%w) (Tjjvrr 

SBTtepJl) 


sfr o ttRo €\oj 55:2794 


Sec. 3(ii)2 
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New Delhi, the 1 1 July 1972 

S. O. 277a. — In pursuance ofregularion 4ofthe Itdian Standards Institution(Certificatior. Marks)Regu]aiicrs, 
I955>th e Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that amendment (s) to the Indian Standard(s) given in the schedule hereto 
annexed have been issued under the poweis conferred by the sub-regulation (1) of Regulation 3 et the said Regulations: 

The Schedule 


SI. No. and title of the Indian No. and Date of No. and date Brief particulars of the 

No. Standard amended Gazette Notification of tHe Amendment 

in which the esta- Amendment 
blishemnt of the 
Indian Standard 
was notified. 


Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 


(1) (2) 


(3) (4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


1 


IS : 251-1962 Specification S. O. 1683 dated No. 3 

for soda ash, technical 22 June 1963 December,i97i 

( Revised ) 


Table I has been amended and 
is applicable only to Second 
and Third Reprints of the 
standard. 


1 December, 1971 


2 IS : 292-1961 Specification S.O. 2534 dated No. 2 (i) Clauses 7 -2 and 8 -4 have 1 December 1971. 

for brass ingots and 28 October 1961 December 1971 been substituted by new 

castings (Revised)} ones 

(ii) Clause 9-1 and Appendix 
B have been amended 

(iii) Appendix A has been 
deleted 


3 IS: 358-1964 Specification S.O. 4120 dated No. 1 (Page 4, clause 1 1, line 3, 1 December, 1971. 

for benzol Industrial 5 Decemberi964 December 1971 second sentence) — Delete. 

(Revised) 


4 IS :434 (Pt D-1964 Speci- S. O. 2673 dated 
ca.ion for rubber-insula- 28 August 1965 
ted cables Part I with 
copper conductors 
(Revised) 


No. 4 1 (i) Clauses 7-1 to 7-3.5 [have 1 October 1971 

October 1971 been substituted by a 

new clause. 

(ii) Table 15 has been deleted 

(iii) [ Page 53 (page 54 of the 
Reprint), Table 34, cap- 
tion (see also Amendment 
No. 3)1 — Delete the words 
‘HEAVY DUTY’. 


(iv) A note has been added 
at the end of clause 23-1 


5 IS 1554-1964 Dimensions S. O. 1152 dated 
for pipe threads for gas 10 April, 1965 
list tubes and pressure 
tight screwed fittings 
(Revised) 


No. 2 (i) Fig .5 has been substituted 1 Novemeber 1971. 

November 1971 by a new one. 

(ii) The existing headings of 
column 2, 3 and 4 of 
table 2 have been sub- 
stituted by new ones. 


6 IS:9ii-i968 Specification S. O. 1455 dated No. 1 Clause 4. 3. 2. 1 has been sub- 1 November 1971. 

for air hose of rubber 19 April, 1969 November 1971 substituted by a new ones, 

with braided textile rein- 
forcement 
( Second Revision) 


'IS:ioo3 (Pt I)-i966 Spe- S. O. 2654 dated *No. 3 
cification for time 5 Agu. 1967 November 
panelled and glazed 
shutters Part I door 
shutters 
(First Revision) 


(i) Clauses 4.1. 3, 4.4, 5.3.6 x November 1971 

1971 and 5. 3. 8, have been 

amended. 

(ii) Tables 1 and 3 have been 

amended. 

(iii) A new clause 4-7 has been 
added. 

(iv) A new sentence has been 

added at the end of clause 
5-3.7. 


♦For purposes of ISI Certification Marks Scheme this amendment shall come into force with effect frern 
1 January 1972. 
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n) 


(2) 


(3) C4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


8 


9 


io 


ii 


iz 


13 


14 

15 

16 


17 


18 

19 

20 

21 


22 

23 


24 

25 


18:1164-1969 Specification 
tor c icoa-powder {First 
Revision) 

IS :r308— 1958 Specification 
for aldrtn dusting 
po .vders 

IS: 1385— 1968 Specification 
for phosphor bronze rods 
and bars, sheetandatrip, 
and wire ( First 

Revision) 

IS:i448 (P 138)— 1967 Lead 
antiknock Compounds in 
gasoline by gravimetric 
method 

(First Revision ) 

IS:i58l — 1960 Specification 
for f;rro-gdUo t annate 
fountain pen ink (0-2 
Percent iron Content) 


S. O. 5032 dated 
6 November 1971 


S. O. 74 dated 
9 January i960 


S. O. 2578 dated 
20 July 1968 


S. O. 520 dated 
10 February 1968 


S. O. 2084 dated 
27 August 1960 


No. 1 Clauses A— 2.1 and C— 2'ihave 1 Decemtei 1971 

December 1971 been amended 


No. 4 (Page 7, clause E-2.3. 1, equation)— 1 Ccictei 1971 

October 1971 Substitute ‘564’ for‘57'8’. 

t 

No. i Clauses 0'2 (a) and i-i have 1 Novembci 1971 

November 1971 been amended 


No. 1 [This amendment is being 1 Novembet 1971 

November 1971 issued in order to align the 
method with the Joint 
ASTM-IP Standard No. 

ASTM D 526/66-IP 96/67] 

No. 2 [Page 3(page5ofthe rennm), I Novcn.te. 1971 

November 1971 Table I, col 3, against . l.Ne. 

(i) ] — Substitute ‘3-0 r 
‘2-5’. 


IS: 1658— 1966S specification S.O. 2419 dated 
for fibre hardboards 13 August 1966 

(Revised) 


No. 1 

August 1971 


(i) Table I and 2 have been 
amended 

(ii) Table 3 and clause Ii-I ■ 1 

have been substituted by 
new ones 

(iii) [Page 5, clause 5-1 (b)]— 
Delete the item and re- 
number the subsequent 
items accordingly. 

(iv) Clauses B-21, B-2-2 and 

D-3'2 have been amended 


Augtm 1 1 7 1 


IS 11694— i960 Specification 
for tartrazinc, food grade 


S.O. 570 dated No. 3 A note has been added at the 1 November 1971 

18 March 1961 November 1971 end of clause A— 2'i 


IS:i 698 — 1960 Specification for 
indigo carmine, food grade 

S. O. 570 dated 

18 March 1961 

No. 3 

November 1971 

IS: 1744—1970 Specification for 
stannic chloride, anhydrous, te- 
chnical (First Revision) 

S.O. 3544 dated 

2 5 September 1971 

No. 1 

Deccmbw 1971 

IS :I92I-— 1961 Specification for 
rosin-cored solder wire, activa- 
ted and non- activated (non- 

corrosive ) 

s. O- 1100 dated 

14 April, 1962 

No. 3 

December 1971 

IS; 1943 — 1964 Specification for 
at will iute bags (Revised) 

S. O. 3951 dated 
16 November 1964 

No. 4 

December 1971 

IS: 1947 — 1961 Specification for 
flood-lights 

S. O. 1998 dated 

30 June 1962 

No. 1 

November 1971 

IS:20i6— 1067 Specification for 
plain washers (First Revision) 

S. O. 1367 dated 
20 April, 1968 

No. 1 

December 1971 

IS:2I79— 1962 Specification for 
converted timber for lorry 

bodies. 

S. O. 483 dated 

16 February 1963 

No. 3 

October 1971 

IS :22i2 — 2962 Code of preCicc 
for brickwork 

.S. O. 898 dated 

30 March 1963 

No. 1 

November 1971 

IS 12544 — 1963 Specification for 
porcelain post insulators (3.3 
kv and above). 

S. O, 1840 dated f 
30 May 1964 

No 5 

December 1971 

IS:2570 — 1063 Specification for 
methyl parathion, technical 

S. O. 1102 dated 

28 March, 1964 

No. 1 

December J971 

IS: 2e8o— 1065 Specification for 
iute bags for packing cement 

S, O. iso8 dated 
30 April. 1966 

No. 1 

December 1971 


(Revised) 


A note has been added etihc 1 November 1971 

end of clause A-2’i 

(Page 3, clause o, 3, linei) — 1 December tevr 
Substitute ‘i960’ 
for ‘1956’. 

[Page j, claires 7 ard 7-i 1 Novembci ic?i 

and page i3j Apper cix C) — 

Delete the elapses am the 
appendix and re-number 
the Subsequent clauses 
accordingly. 

A note has been added i,rcii 1 Dtctn 1 11 j( 71 
ela se B — 2 ■ I 

Clause 8-1-3 hHS been 1 November 1971 
amended 

Clause 4-2 has been subsii- 1 Decembei Iffl 
tuted by a new one. 

Clause 5'3(a) has been amen- 1 October 1971 
ded 


Clauses 5. 6.5. 1., y.6,6 ard 1 Neveirtu K71 
6.7 have been amended. 

Clause 9.3 3.1. has been s u b- 1 December 1571 
stituted by a new one. 


Clause 3.1 has been subst'- 1 December 1971 
tuted by a new one. 

A note has been added 1 December 1971 
under elapse B-2f 1 
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26 IS:2824*- 1964 Method for deter- S. O. 8? dated 

ruination of the comparative 2 January 1065 
tracking index of solid mslua- 
ting materials. 

27 18:2875 — 1964 Specification for S. O. 3950 dated 

jute corn sacks. 16 November 1964 

28 IS =2924 — 1964 Specification for S. O. 1132 dated 

fast red E, food grade. to April 1965 

29 IS:3I96 — 1968 Specification for S. O. 593 dated 

welded low carbon steel gas 15 February 1969 
cylinder for the storage and 
ratspo'tation of low pressure *- 
liqueftable gases (First 

Revision ) 

30 IS: 3965 — 1969 Dimensions for S. O. 2535 dated 

wrought aluminium and alumi- 28 June 1969 

nium alloys, bar, rod and 

section. 


1 1 IS: 4035 — 1967 Specification for S. O. 4633 dated 
trolleys, stretcher 30 December 1967 

32 IS :4io6 — 1967 Specification for S. O. 4563 dated 

bunting cloth, c°tton khadi, 23 Dec. 1967. 
dyed. 

33 IS 14266 — 1967 Specification for S. O. 287 dated 

lockers, bedside for hospital 20 January 1968 
use 


34 IS: 4366 — 1967 Specification for S. O. 1719 dated 
agricultural tillage Discs 18 May 1968 


35 IS: 4319 -1968 Specification for S. O. 2766 dated 
copper for commutator bars| to August 1968 


36 IS: 4775 — 1968 Specification for S. O. 368 dated 
picking sticks for underpick 25 January 1969 

cotton looms 


37 IS: 48 n — 1968 Specification for S.O. 1455 dated 

cinnamon, whole 19 April 1969 

38 IS: 530 o — 1969 Specification for S. O. 1236 dated 

porcelain guy strain insulators 4 April 1970 

39 IS: 567 o — 1970 Specification for S. O. 3544 dated 

lead thiocyanate for explosive 33 Sep. 1971 
and pyrotechnic compositions. 


No. 2 Fig. 5 has been substituted j December 1971 

December 197] by a new one 


No. 4 A note has been added under 1 Dct<mtci 1573 

December 1971 clause B-2.1 

No. 2 A note has been added at the 1 November 1971 

November 1971 end of the clause A— 3.1 

No. 4 (i) A new clause 3.3 has 1 August 1971 

August 1971 been added. 

(ii) (Page 10, clause 10.1.2.T 
ines 5 and 6) — Delete the 
the words 'and elongation.’ 


No. 1 (Page 7, Table 4, Note>Add 1 December 1971 

December 1971 the following as ‘Note 2’ 

and re-number the existing 
Note as'Notei’: 'Note 2’ 

All the tolerances are in 
plus and minus’. 

No. 1 New clause 3-3 has been 1 November 1971 

November 1971 added 

No. 1 Clause 2.2. 3 has been subs- 1 December 1971 

December 1971 tituted by a new one. 


No. 1 (i) Clauses 3.3 and 4.3.1. have 1 November 1971 

November 1971 been amended 

(ii) Fig. 1 has been substi- 
tuted by a new one. 

No. 1 This amendment permits the 1 June 1971 

June 1971 adoption of widely used 

dimensions of discs during 
the transition period after 
which the industry is 
expected to change over 
fully to dimensions based 
on preferred number 
series prescribed earlier. 

No, 1 (Page 16, clause'7.3.1, line 2)— 1 December 1971 

December 1971 Substitute the word 'more’ 
for the word ’less’. 

No. 1 This amendment is being 1 November 1071 

November 1971 issued with a view to 
extending the scope of the 
standard so as to coyer 
picking sticks’ for under- 
pick woollen and worsted 
looms since such looms also 
require picking sticks of 
various shapes and dimen- 
sions. Opportunity has 
also been taken to amend 
other clauses of the stand- 
ard in view of certain 
comments received. 

No. 1 Table I has been amended 1 December 19 1 

December 1971 


No. 1 Clause 7.4.2 has been amend- 1 December 1071 

December 1971 ed. 


No. 1 (Page 12, clause B-5.i.i,line 2)— 1 December 1071 

December 1971 Substitute ‘0.05’ for ‘0.06’. 
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(0 fa) 


(3) (4) 


C5> 


( 6 ) 


IS: 5718 — 1970 Test code 
air -screen seed cleaners 

for 

• • 

tti 

No. 1 

December 1971 

Clause 0-2 has been tmended 

J December 1971 

IS: 5831 — 1970 Specification 
pvc insulation and sheath 
electric cables. 

for 

of 

• * 

No. 2 

December 1971 

New clauses 5.1. 1.1. to 5.1.1. 

3 have been added. 

1 December 1971 

IS: 5954 — 1970 Specification 
dental white gold alloys. 

for 

k • 

No. 1 

December 1971 

(Page 2, under committee 
composition ofSMDCi3/ 
P-6)— Substitute the follow- 
ing fortheexisrng matter: 

‘Dr. P. R. Gupta D rect orate 
General of Technical Deve- 
lopment, New Delhi’. 

1 December 1971 


Copies of these amendments are available with the Indian Standards Institution. ’Mtrrk Flr\rr° ? rtlrcrr 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-i and also its branch offices atfil 574 Sardar Vallabhbha.i Patel Road, Bombay-7 ( :i ) 5 Cfcwrr- 
ghee Approach, Calcutta — 13 ( ii) 54 General Patters Road, Madras’ — 2 (iv'l 117/418B, Saivrc’ya Nfffi, Karj-ir, (v) 

5-9-201/2 Chirag Ali Lane, Hyderabad — I, fvi'l ‘Sadhna’ Nurmohamed Shaikh Marg, Khanpur, Ahmcdatad-i ard (v.i) 
F. Block, unity Bldg; Narasimaharaja, Square, Bangalore-2. 


[NO. C.M.D. J3t5 J 


?rf fesff, 11 1972 

CfETo ?fto 27 72. — 'STReffa RTFS RFTT ( siHkR fafeHT 1955 % frp FT R 4% IPTHK RTCft? RTT^ RfqT 

^trt irfsrgfVcr Ifen ^mrr | fe f^fem 3 % ^qfefenr ( 1 ) % iFpnr srpci rfro % srato vfflft frferirKcik 
% tfsrfsR *rrff fej rtt f ; — 




RRT 

SWT 

R?ftfarcr ^rncefm- 
RFFFt tKlfeTT 

fan trts- ?r 

RTRefFT RTFFF cTRTT 

^1% # sft 

:?*n?rf sfkferfe 

irk fero 

RSftSFT Rf5PeT 

srm ffq qff faf*r 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

(«) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

1. 

IS: 251 — 1962 

ITR iff 1683 felfe 

3 

RTT'tff 1 *fiT EWfeT f%RT RUT 

1 ferKR 1971 


Rfer-Trer mfuffart # 

22 1963 

felJ^T 1971 

| ifk iff RHR> % fen* 



fefefer 



frk enrr cfkff fere t ft 



■ 



hf];|>!t 1 


2. 

IS: 292 1961 

tr?r iff 2534 

Ro 2 

( 1 ) ^ 7 . 2 ifk 8. 4 % 

1 feTRT 1971 


^R-^ffrfvPiTsfk 

28 H5FT5R 1961 

feFRT 1971 

qr RtT tqttS’ «fff 



qnfenr qrf fafafe 



feT JTtrf , 



(jRTffecT) 



( 2 ) 9. 1 irk qfesrfe 



*ff WT ITWtEFT felT RRT 

tl 


(3) TfTfwfe V’ fTT 
fen *RT | I 

3. IS: 358 — 1964 ^TST>4120 tfol (TO 4,W l.Hfe 3, 1 fePRT 1971 

«f^ffrr, irfeftfeFqrt ferns 5 fensrc fen^r 1971 fifer 

fefflfe (jRLtfacr) 1964 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) 


4 . IS: 434 (<rnr 1 )- iptfr 2673fertq: ^ 4 

1964 TtfEITr 28*F1^T1965 5FT53T1971 

feVrfe 

*TPT 1 ?fN? % 

^-('frftfer) 


5. 


6. 


7. 


IS: 554 — 1964 
jfrr fez 235 % fe* 
tttt %t ifVqf 
tet tfk ^^rnr 
<?=? TRTt to fqrfer 
(irtffer) 


Cpr Wt 1152 ferfa To 2 
10 Ufa 1965 i a 7 l 


IS: 911 — 1960 q^WT 1455 fetT ?f<* 1 

WIT vrf Sf^TcT 19«tf?f, 19 69 'TTO'T 197! 

W % 

%t f%fi?TP=^ (ipni 


IS: 1003(iTFT l) q^TWt 2054 felt* *%" 3 

-1966 FF6?f % 5 *PRtl 1 967 TW7 1971 

Wt tfk 

ST% fenj 'TFT 1 
?<qRf % fwf 
(q^rr irffarr) 


8. IS: 1164 — 1969 

%fe «TTT HTt 

faftrfe (ip 
irffer) 

9. IS: 1308—1958 

TTT ^TFT 
TRTt %T faftlfe 


qn »ft 5032 tern %o i 
6 H 4 EU 1971 feWT 1971 


<P Wt 74 fetV %o 4 

9 1960 1 T 549 < 1971 


( l) 7. 1 % 7. 3. 1 cr^TT 1971 

5 % t*rH HTJ <a u -s TTfT 
6ftf3F7 

(2) EHtff 15 ?5T 

^ffer 

(3) 1*5 53 (<TC5 54 

frfsrfcr), tmtff 34, 

(WlfttFT, %WTT 

3 %t <fr 

‘Heavy Duty’ %t 
¥? 

(4) TJ°» 23, 1 % 3TTRT 

p feMt fftf^rcr 

( l) SITfrftr 5 % *TFT rr 1 =TT*3T 1971 

Tf HTf f% Tfn? 'ftfer 

( 2) TR^Tt 2 if 2. 3 

OTT 4 if TctJTFT % 

ruTR 9T Htt ufTifo r jftt 
’frfant I 

vm 4. 3. 2.1 % t*TR qr l 1971 

>aw 3fr? *fffe? 


(1) 3TH 4.1.3, 4,4, 1 Tf*ar* 1971 

5.3.6 sffT 5. 3, 8 qr 

tPTTftFT felt iRT $ I 

( 2 ) tnr°ft i *fk 3 vt 

Eiffet felT *FTT $ I 
( 3) Tp THT 4. 7 3ftl 
feTTRTTff I 

( 4 ) 1SW 5.3.7% 3FT tp 

ttt «ow ■jfrs fen im 

1 1 

tt- 2 . 1 *fk tft 2. 1 qrr 1 fer«rt 1971 

tf rf r t FT fen TUT I I 


(155 7 , ^- 2 . 3 . 1 , 1 WT 3 VT 1971 

%fC 5 T)- 57.8 % RTTF 
qr 56.4 *57 ffffet 


* T? tftftHT 'TUrffT TFFF tfFTT (stHPET fajjr) qfeTT ErnfT % fel 1 1972 % HFIJturTtpr I 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


U) 


» 


10. IS: 1385 — 1958 TT TY 2578 ftTTT 

wHiT-TitTi %Y TIT? H 11 "Ri i i 19 68 
Tfrrr, toY 

tYt tp - %Y fafrfe 

(TRTT ’JTfYeSRT) 

IS. 1448(^-38)- 
19 67 TO*! TOfT 


1 1. 


13. 


14. 


1 5. 


16. 


17. 


To 1 0.2 (tt) -tfiT 1 . 1 T7r l 

TTRR 19 71 TTYtTT f%TT TTT t I 


TT TT 5 20 feTtr 
1 0 TRTTY 19 68 


TfTfr ^trt 4rifrr 
T ^ftTRT q^Y TTT 
TflPi4> tYpfrrm 
(TSTT g/T^YSTT) 

IS: 1 581 — 1 960 
%n-TTTT TTT TITT- 
CTf >ff *TrjfY 
( 0 . 2 TfYRlT tYp! 
ttt) %Y fTfafe 

IS : 1 65 8—1 966 

4'H S| <49 SI i-41 i 

%Y fafM&T 


TT TT 208 4 FttYt, 
2 7 WT 19 60 


TT TT 24T ofTTTT 
13 TTFT 1966 


To 1 TZ TTTUT TTTTT T YY Tf 1 

TWT 1971 TTTfT TT TTT7 ASTM-IP 
TTTT> To AST MD 526 -/IP 

90/6 7 % ?FpT T7TT % 

TT«PKt T TRT f%TT TT 
TpfT ) 

To 2 [tr 3 (frfsra: : r tt; s') j 

4TH * 197 1 TPTjfr 1, WRO 3 T TT 

TTTI ( 1 ) % TTTT] 2.5 
% WTTT TT '3. O’ 
tit YYf 4 1 1 

To 1 ( 1 ) TR»fY nr UT 

m * t 1971 ttTto Ytti tot t ; 

( 2) TtWY 3 tYt W Z 1-1 
% RTTT TT t£ TRoft TTT 
T>R %Yt ^fYf^srtY : 

(3) (<RS 5 . 1 (%Y)- 
TT %T T%T TIT ?tTR T T 
TTT %T fT: TTTT TR 
^YYItit; 

( 4 ) ttr%Y 2 . 1 ; TY 2 . 2 

tfrrfY 3 . 2 TT T0rWT TT 
_ ^Yfgrr 1 


IS ; 1694 — 1960 

TT TT 5 70 f^TR 

To 3 

TTTT T 2 - 1 % T?T T Rfl 

trjftYt TTT t t 

18 TRT 1961 

TRRR 1971 

r< T -T«fl tYt «fY Tf t 1 

%Y faftifR 




IS: 1698 — 1960 

ITT wt 5 74) 

To 3 

fyu^q- 2 . 1 % ttt t qr tY 

tfrrY ttTtt tt 

18 TT# 1961 

TT*TT 1971 

IrtrY W tY Tf & 1 

t?¥ %Y frfYirtfcel 




IS: 1 744 — 1 9 70 

i^TTT 3544 fSTFF 

To 1 

(T<3S 3, 0 , 3Tf%T 1)~ 

Ttfr+ TTYTT^r, 

25 fTTTTT 1 97 1 

fTTRR 1971 

‘ 1956 % E TTT TT ' 1 9 6 0 

Mol <4, <1 Ill'll <6 1 TT 



TT TlfTT 

fafrfR (trtt irffwor) 



IS: 1921 — 1961 

qT ( sfT 1100 P?TtT7 

To 3 

(T®5 5, 137R 7 TYT 7 . 1 T«TT 

Ttfarr %Yr tftY 

14 ?T$sr 1 962 

fWRT 1971 

TB5 1 3, TfrftTR ifY) ^ 

uftrsT %Y tr, Tf%T 



wrorf TTT Tfrfw %T RT 

TTT SRrfYpT (%T T 



fYfTq tYt WT ?3Wf TT 

ttt mrft) ttY 



5 T: uPfhT *ft TYfrrq i 






[P±*T TJ— 


(8) 


TTFTT 19 7 1 


TRTT (971 


TTRR 19 71 


1 TTTT, 19 7 1 


WT 19 71 


TRTT 19 7 1 


f?T«R 19 71 


TRTT, 1971 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 


(4) 

18. 

IS: 1943 — 1 964 

7 7 7TT 395 1 %7f7 

7 0 4 



rr-f%77 57 7F %t 
fTfurfe ( 5 ?rftfsTcr ) 

16 77T7T 19H4 

f 77TTT 

1971 

19. 

IS: 1947 — 1961 

tT7 5TT 1 99 8%7t7 

70 1 



7 77-7777 %1 f7f%fc7 
(fTTtf«T7) 

30 57 1962 

o 

77X77 

1 97 1 

20 . 

IS: 2016 — 1967 
’TtSrprn' TT5TT # 
fTf%fe (q-^TT 

yrd^r 0 ! ) 

TTTTWT 136 7%7f7 

20 575 1968 

5° 1 

f77X77 

1971 

21 . 

IS: 2179 — 1962 

ITT IT 7lf 771 % 7177 
% fTTT TfT^frPT 
fTXTT %1 f 7 f%f% 

77 57 483 f%7T7 
16 TvTTTl 1963 

7o 3 

77777 

1 97 1 

2 2 . 

IS: 2212 — 196 2 

TT7?TT 898 f%7T5 

7o 1 



fit % tut %t 

ft% TTffcTT 

30 775 1963 

77X77 

1971 

2 3. 

IS: 2544 — 1963 

77 %T 1840%7t7 

7o 5 



7771 % 77 

Tire iqp&f %1 
fcrfsrfe ( 3 . 3 f%* 

TT 0 ?rk ?TT% 3T7T) 

30 7f 1964 

f77T7T 

1971 

2 i. 

IS; 2570 — 1963 

77 it 1102%7T7 

7° 1 



XT f-77 TTTfTTTT 
777T%1 

2 8 7T5 19 64 

f77X77 

1971 

2 5. 

IS: 2580 — 1965 

77 77 1308%7T7 

7 0 1 



xfliTT 77 : 7iT7 % f%(X 

7777 TTTj %T 
fTfsife (^flf&TT) 

30 777 1966 

f77X77 

1971 

26. 

IS: 2824 — 1964 

77 71 8 3 f77T5 

7 o 2 



5>T (7177) 77 - 

%f%7 TTTTfTTT 77 
cpmrTTT 3T7if%7 
^T7l fTTTXTT %T 
75% 

2 57571 196 5 

f77X77 

1971 

2 7. 

IS: 2875 — 1964 
7777 % 17777 % 
7771 %T 

77 77 3950 %7T7 
16 77X77, 1964 

7o 4 

f77X77 

1971 

2 8. 

IS: 2924 — 1964 

1T7 7T 115 2 f7777> 

7° 2 



7777 7^ ? 755 7^ 
%T f7f7rf% 

10 777, 1965 

77X77 

1971 


( 5 ) 


jg-o? fT-2. 1 % 7 ; 7<f 7 TT 
fT«Tift 7% it 7# I I 

TT®? 8 . 1 . 3 77 77177 f%7T 

771 | i 

17®7 4.2% 77T7 T 7 " 77T 7PJ7 
7l? f77T 771 I i 


5.3 (<t) 77 77t7T 77 r 
% 7 T t i 


7T n 7 5.6.5; 5.6.6 7% 
5.6.7 77 75TT77 7 T 
f77r ^rsrr | i 

9 . 3 . 3 . 1 % 77T7 77 
77T 7T? TTfjriT 


’ll? 3.1% 77 T7 77 77T ’ll? 
7T? 7lf77 

iJ>J7 7T 2.1% SF777 ITT1 
fc'T'jfr 77? i\ 7# t I 


(7Tff7 5 % f'4R 'T T 7? 
7T?% 77? %t 77 t) 


2 . 1 % 77777 ^ T 
%T? it 7? | I 


m<rs IT 3 . 1 TT SET % >T 4 T 7 ? 

3fY? Tf Tff q I 


3939 


( 6 ) 


1 P?TTTT 197 


1 77X77, 19 71 


1 177 X 77 1971 


1 ITTITT 1971 


1 7fX7 7 1971 


1 f 77 X 7 T 1971 


1 f77X7T 19 71 


lf77X7T 1971 


1 f77X7T 1971 


i Iwtt 1971 


1 77X77 1971 
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[Pakt EE 


( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

(«) 


IS: 3196 — 1968 

TTTWt 5 93 fTOR 

To 4 

( l) t(T TOT TO 3 . 3 TtT 

1 WAR 

1 971 

tetota sttr jf^fr 

1 5 TTETZt, 1 969 

WAR 1971 

fTOT TOT £ 1 



titew % ftz qfz- 



( 2 ) ('J «5 10 , W<>r 



<TtR % fTt* PfiR 



10 . 1 . 2 . 1 , TflRT 5 ATT 



ijt( WET TTO’d IfTTTA 



e) — tto and 



% i?T % pEtRE 7 ft 
fjffTfrfR?. (ttot 

yiFtOT) 



elongation” wr?zrtftPTO 



IS: 3965^-1969 

t(T 5 ft 255 5 fTOt 71 

tfo l 

(755 7 , TTZ°ft 4 , fitRuft)- 

1 F?t to e 

1971 

faTOf IJTOfwfTOT 

28 ^5 1969 

fTORT 1971 

Pi 4-4 poi pjff 7 ft fjwpift 2 % 



TOT fwW rr^- 



TO if ^ Ttfsp( WtZ Tcf- 



fafrow, <$* wPewt 



TR fzRuft Tit f£wp>ft 1 



WtE jfaffR 7 ft TT^ 



TRoftf^ rfiRoft 2 “All 
tolerances are in plus 
and minus” 



IS: 4035 — 1967 

t(T wt 4633 fATfiE 

To 1 

TOT 3 . 3 TftTpTTT TOT 

1 >1 T^TE 

1971 

e^re «mft ^rf^nff 
4 ft Tforfe 

30 fTOTOT 1907 

TOWR 1971 

$ 1 



IS: 4106 — 1967 

HT Wt 4562 

To 1 

W 2 . 2 . 3 ^ EAR TE TOT 1 (WRE 

1971 

69 ■j|, TEpp, ^ft 

fTOf*E 23 Pw«R 

fa 6 «R 1971 

WW gftf fTOT TOT t 1 



Wft.WpTTft 

ft-firfe 

1967 





IS : 4266 — 1967 

t(T Wt 287 fTOt 7 : 

do 1 

l) WW 3 . 3 Wtz 4 . 3 . 1 7 T 

1 < 

1971 

■MEM ill'll “JMEEI IT % 

fRTT TTWf % TWoft it 

20 TTOTt 1968 

TORE 1971 

dwtro Fart tot $ 1 



Tit < 5 fT^ 7 T% Wfazf 



2) WWFfl' 1 WT TE Tf 



Tftftrfwfte 



wrofr ^tf *t $ 1 




34 . IS : 4366 — 1967 1(11 1 7 1 9 FfTOE To l 

SPJR ’ 4 ’pf^ff 1 8 Tf 1968 1971 

^ftfirfwfcE 


y'vn«H irt TfRET im 1 ajr 1971 
% f?H( TtTOTFR ^ it vfa- 
7RE ST1J451 TTEff “*1 4b fd<4*Tr 
7?t TTTt 7!> pTpHd 7PEW $ 

’HisJK TE <J l T fY ■hih'I AT M-po-i 
TOTt rt*E" ffjjrW f^RT 3|T TAidl % 


(ys is, 7. 3. 1. 'ffw 2) 1 firmer 1971 
TC ‘s' % E«TR fe mz 
‘more’ =pt^pt 


35. 


IS: 4519 — 1968 >(T fft 2766 f?RT7> To ) 

TTPqf ZE WAT % fw( 10 *RZT 1968 fTEfRrr 1971 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

36. IS : 4775 — 1968 

snrfrT Tpff BTBT 
% fvTTE fqrf%B fti* 
aft fTf^rfe 

ijBWt 368 fartr 
25 BBBTt 1969 

Bo 1 W BBtSTB 4TT TRt Tf 1 BBCBt 1971 

BBRTT 19 71 BTTPrB: 3Bt PTB 3JBT *fk BE## 

BTBf % faB Bf TBBB *f Bt B< 
ftf%B feBT SEJBT WIT | BBffo 

BTBt if Bt fBfB^ BTR 
bttFtbt bbt Biff aft M%b 

c 

fVdTT TT BTBWFBT $t?ft $ 1 

BERT % 5EB Bit Bt ?B 

fBfBB CTT^ fafBT BBlBTraff 
% tttbr <r bbtetb fairr bbt 

$ i 

37. IS 481 1 — 1968 

bfjb bth BtBt iff 
Mrfe 

TTBBt 145 5 fcBPF 
19ST$B 1969 

Bo 1 

fa«TBT 1971 

BRBT 1 VI B7TtBB ftBT BTT 1 fBB*BT 
$ 1 

1971 

38. IS: 5300 — 1969 

'frfoBB % 
srfcRB tTubt ?g,$nn: 
•tftfafvrfc 

t£B Wt 1236faBto 
4B^B 1970 

Bo 1 

f«B«R 1971 

5TO 7 . 4 . 2 BB tfBtUB fBBT 1 f^TTRBT; 

BBT ^ 1 

1971 

39. IS : 5670 — 1970 

fBEBte sfk BifoTir- 
BT3ft qrmf % ffBT 
ift ft-TPTlB^S 
fBfurfc? 

BB Bt 3544 fort* 

2 5 f'BdHJ 1971 

Bo 1 

fBBJTT 1971 

('fs 12 , U*yafT 5. 1. 1 1 foffGK 

BfaB‘2) 'o.og'^wtb'r 
' 0.05'aRBtf^ 

1972 

40. IS : 5718 — 1970 

BBT EH ’ll 4I?I BtB 
BIT B77t % BB Bt 
T'^&TT BfijcTT 


^o’ 4 l 

faBTBT 1971 

4RI 0 . 2 4B BsftHB fVBl BBT l fafRBT 
$ 1 

1971 

41. IS : 5831 — 1970 

fBBBt % %BBf % tfV 
*fV tft %BB % TtER 
ffk tit qft faftifte 


It 2 

faBm: 1971 

BI£ 5. 1.1. 1^5. 1.1. 1 f^TBWIT 

i . 3 era Bt? Blfarq i 

1971 

42. IS: 5954—1970 

TfT BTT'El'r BET 
fBNBFJ Tt fTfurfe 


Bo 1 

f^BtBT 1971 

2, IJB I^B »t B"r 1 3/ih 1 ftBWR 

6 BfBfer B5B Bt^=F ^ TTBT- 
BB fBSBftrPar BTBtft 3ft? 

PftfBTT - 

" TTo Bfo BKo ijqr, B^PT^KR', 

bbibK)- ^bbb, b^ 

1071 


3T BKcftB ETTTT ^ BfBBT BTOTB BHT BIBT, 9 BT? 3RR BIT, 1, wtc TB% WUr TTBBBl ( 1 ) 'BTtTBT 

BTBt^EB ifa? Bl*f, 'arTpr - 1 ( 2) fafoBB, BTJtBBT, BBTR- 9 , ( 3 ) 534 , BTBR B5FB BT* B^B fit, 

(4) s, bKbV qfrr fir, ttttt- 13(5) 5-9-201/2, frcpr w?ft%B, ^tobr-i, (e) 117/41 s-t>, bbIct bbt, 

«f7PTJ7;-5 Bk ( 7 ) 54, BBTB fcB tit, BJTB-2 % TO aff BT BTBt § I 


[tfo tft <*B 13:6] 
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New Delhi, the 17th July, 1972 

S. O. *773 — In pursuance of sub-regulation (1) of Regulation 5 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification 
Marks) Regulations, 1955, as amended from time to time, and consequent upon publication ol IS: zero— 1971 Specification for 
bottom rollers for cotton ringspinning and speed trams {second revision'*, it is, hereby, notified that IS : 3977—1967 Specification 
for bottom rollers for speed frames, details of which were published under notification number S. O. 1972 dated 26 May 1967, in 
the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3-sub section (.jit dared 10 June 1967, has been cancelled, as its requirements have been 
covered in IS: 2510— 1971. 

[No. CMD/i3:y] 

Tffa't’ft, 17 Tprrf, 1972 


qffoWt o 2 7 73 . — F*FT TPTTTrftrr ff?=«rr (SHTTaFTf%?l') fafarnr 1955 Ti Wm 5 % 

Trftr f' Ttm ( 1 ) % sphtr ?t«tt IS : 25 1 o- 1 97 1 iftr Tfa % fare fatr* tt-th # fafurfc? ( rht fiftoar ) 

% T TrrfvhT pftT % T'TTWT fa*TT jTTrTT $ fa IS : 397 — 1 96 7 FT S&TTt % farr TFRT TT faMR f^q% ;q ->7 

ttfl- Sft 1972 , f?TPF 26 Tf$ 1967 % SptftpT FRT % TWFT VfTtT 2 , »f>T 3 , 2 , faTTF 10 'JH 1967 if FFTfsTT 

<?, 7 f s(Rf^tpn't^'ffaW^*rtBrT<TlS : 2 5 1 0~ 1 9 7 1 if WlfaT Hi f£ ff I 

JpT° ?fV TTJT #T/ 1 3 : 7] 


S. O. 1774." In pursuance of sub-regulation (4) of regulation 14 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification 
Marks) Regulations, I9JJ> as amended subsequently, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that Certification Marks Licence 
No CM/L-1692 particular! of which are given below, has been cancelled with effect from 1 February r972 due to chant* 
in the name of licensee:— 


Thi Schedule 


Licence No. and Name & Address of Licensee 

Date 


Article/Process covered hv the Relevant Indian Standard 
licence cancelled 


PVC Wires & Cables Private Ltd., Hard-drawn standed aluminium IS: 398 — 1961 Specification 

1, Ishan Ghosh Road, and steel-cored aluminium hard-drawn stranded alumi- 

Calcutta-8. conductors for overhead nium and steel-cored 

power transmission purposes aluminium conductors for 

overhead power trans- 
mission purposes 
(Reviitd) 


(No. CMD/ 5 J:i« 9 » (HT)] 


t£*r° 2774 , — thri tt Frafttr fittc ^f?«rr (jnrm fa^f) 1955 ^ fafazrF u % 

^qfarfinrrf ( 4) % tiTFR NRcfttr f.ttt tfr«n srrr fazrr arm f fa Tretftf tffi *fr tm/cRL u-> 92 , faft?% 

5tfrr tft# f fat fit #, sth ttf T FfaTTF fat an#' % ftt^f 1 mr^f\ 1 972 F t? ftr^j ir*rr f, ; 


CM/L— 1692 

13-5-1968 


fafa TTC#lTfirrtt ■FT TTF «ftT tPIT FJ fair FF % Wfrffa FFI/ F FPrftF FTFT 

irfan 


#mj/n«T -1692 

13 - 5-1968 


it aft fft W CRT 

A'"iyiTf( — 8 


rxntofa trt $tpir Twf % fair 
F®T rrreTT cr^ftrfrpm 
SfK ?HTcI ^ ^ CR^- 

ruffidH FTTFF 


IS : 398-1961 forfarfr 
TFTT RT'T FTFf % fWTT 
fFRI fa% CtRJ- 

fafam *fh; ippiTcr 
•fa 1 : hit T T ^firfaw 
FRPF (Jtrttfafl) 


[tfa CRT <ft/ S 3 : l« 92 (f #)] 
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New Delhi , the 25 th July 1972 

S.O. 2775. — In pursuance of sub-rule (1) of rule 4 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Merits) Rules. 1955 the Indian 
Standards Institution herebynotifiesthatthe Standard Mark(s)dcsigt (tAofwhich together with thcverbaldescription ofthedesigri(s)and 
the title (s) of the relevant Indian Standard^) are given in the schedule hereto annexed, have been specified. 

These Standard Mark(s) for the purpose of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks) Act, 1952 and the Rules 
and Regulations framed thereunder, shall come into force with effect from the dates shown against each ; 

The Schedule 


SI. Design of the Product/Class of product No. and Title of the Relevant Verbal description of the Design Date of 
No. Standard Mark Indian Standard of the Standard Mark effect 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


1. 


2. 


3 . 


4 - 


IS .-2105 



Letterpress ink, black, general IS : 2105-1962 Specification for The monogrtm of the Indian 16 March 
purposes. letter press ink, black general Standards Institution, consist- 1972 

purposes. ing of letters ‘ 1 ST, drawn in 

the exact style and relative 
proportions br indicated in 
Col. (2), the number designa- 
tion of the Indian Standard 
being superscribed On the top 
side ofthe monogram aB indi- 
cated in the design. 


IS: 243 i 



Steel Wheelbarrows (Single- IS :243i-t963 Specification for The monogrrm of the Indian- 16 June 
wheel type). steel wheelbarrows (single- Standard Institution. consist- 1972 

wheel type). ing of letters ‘ 1 ST, drawn in 

the exact style and relative 
proportions as indicated in 
Col. (2), the number design a- 
tion of the Indian Standard 
being superscribed On the top 
side ofthe monogram as indi- 
cated in the design. 


IS : 323 i 



Electrical relays for power IS :32 ?i-I 965 Specification for The monogram of the Indian I April 
system protection. electrical relays for power sys- Standardslnstitution, consist- 1972 

tern protection. ing of letters TSI’. design in 

the exact style and relative 
proportions as indicated in 
Co], (2), the number designa- 
tion of the Indian Standard 
being superscribed on tbetop 
side ofthe monogram as ind i- 
catcd in the design. 


IS : 41S4. 


11:4114 



Steel wheelbarrows (with two 
wheel). 


IS :4784-i9fi7 Specification for The monogram of the Indian 16 June 
steel wheelbarrowsfwith two) Standard Institution, consist- 1972 
wheels) jngofletter ‘ 1 ST, drawn in the 

exactstyleandrel ativepropor- 
rions asindicatcdin Col. (2), 
the number desgnation ofthe 
Indian Standard being super- 
scribed on the top side of the 
monogram as indicated in the 
design. 


[No. CMD/i3t9j 

fceef), 2 5 5f ti 1 £, 1972 

Sfto 277 5 . — ffRtfW ffFPff HFTT TffTTT fTjjf 19 53 , 4 % TfffaiWT (l) % 

jiFrqr ifcqi q?t sftr it vt fy 3 (+91 ^rm ^ ^ f« 4 1 sj-i ?fri, ct ■*-<!< ’-tfV RTffqfr % hWw *1 if t 

if for ffiT VTKrflff RTFFF f^TSTtPCcT {tht ffir £ ) 

^rfsrfwi 1 9 5 2 qk STlffa Sfft fffWt % ftftRT ?r rfrt upt qf 

fdfafft It ririj ft / 



[Part II— 


hfrt frf qft qq ^pf TR<r urcfta- eeef qt HrrfrH tfw fr^ q?t srnj; q?t 


TOT 

fojiivi 


qq 66qi <rk TtHT 

fsTEpr tt mfkr fqqw 

ftrfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
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1- IS : 2105 



2. IS : 2431 



3. IS : 3231 



4. IS : 4184 





"MhT % frq 
(fTT-^kr) ??3R 
!?T RTT^t, «PT?fr 


IS:2105 — 1962 HTTcftH EFTT HiHT TT iffaft- 16^1972 

EWRT JEFTf % far? qRr frRlif 'ISI' TOT 
(fTT-skl) SIT f RHT (2) ifqfqf tfsft 
^ quiff wk settit Jr hhit fw 

eht & qfk fenm 
^ | TT J^ftlTFr i)r 37K 
*Ft *k Trefk HTTP # 
qq#wrr;ftHf | 1 


sttet *pt crqr q%Hr 
£rr qfijir 


IS : 2431—1963 

% rpr qf|ft £t 
* tft fafafk (irqr qf^ 

V*) 


'rrTTdk ETrfT ?fc«rr qrr Tftrt- 1 6 'sjq 
hth fawif 'ISI’ ipsr sk 
f semr (2) if^tqf sbft 
wk snjqrd if ?fqrc f%HT 
orr ft ?fk 5 ?ht ksrwr 
jftt & sr qtqtffrq if 3 m 
k *ik qrkto teef «pt 
qqqw stqf 1 1 


1972 


im f?H<OT % qqTH % 
(vtM, ^rfq^T 
fkrqr 


IS : 3231 — 1965 
qm:fiH2Tr%rqTq^ 
fr^ ^irfq^qrr fkr 
k fafsifk 


qrdk reef ?twt pt HEfr- 
HPT fkrif 'ISI' SET ek 
tRRvr ( 2 ) ifkqttfk 
<qk 5cprqTT if rfHTT fkrr 
HHT ^ ?rk HT fwm WT 
| 3 T HkElTR if 3 TTF k 
Wk 'H I icfl 4 HTfR) apt 
TOW 5ft | I 


1 1972 


^t Ht if^qf 
qm S^r (Htqf^iT 
Tit) 


IS : 4184 — 1967 
?ttet qft k qffrqt net 
£tt Tt fqftrfe (k 
qff^TH) 


■HKdlq http qkrr tt kk- 
HTT fsprif ‘ISI’ IPH fk 
|Tmr ( 2 ) if ^tq^TfTr 
srk T^qrr if for?: fkrr 
HHT % qk sfHT fkffTHr 
wr|^r kkHPT if 37R 
Tt sftT '•TTTcftq HEEF k 

qqrwk kf 1 1 


16 1972 


[tfp kirqk/l3 : dj 
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S.O. 2776.— In pursuance of sub regulation (3) regulation of 7 of the Indian Standards Institution (Certification 
Marks) Regulations 1955, the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies that the marking fee(s) per unitfor various product s 
details of which are given in the Schedule here to annexed) have been determined and the fee(s) shall come mto force with effect from 
the dates shown against each : 


Thb Schedule 


Si. 

No. 

Product/Class of Product 

No, and Title bf Relevant 
Indian Standard 

Unit 

Marking Fee 
per Unit 

Date of Effect 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

Letterpress ink, black, general purposes. 

IS : 2105-1962 Specificat i on 
for letterpress ink, black, 
general purposes. 

One Kg. 

10 Paisc 

16 March 1972 

2 

S'eel Wheelbarrows (single wheel type). 

IS : 2431-1963 Specification 
for steel wheelbarrows 
(single-wheel type). 

One wheel 
barrow 

50 Paise 

r6 June 1972 

3 

Electrical relays for power system protection 

IS :323i-1965 specification 
for electrical relays for 
power Rystein protection. 

10 relays 

Rs. 4-00 

1 April 1972 

4 

St. ‘el wheelbarrows (with two wheels), [ ] 

ISU184. 1967 Specification 
for steel wheelbarrows 
(with two wheels). 

One wheel 
barrow 

50 Raise 

16 June 1972 


[No. CMD/i?:io] 

ttTTosfto 2776. — RTCflR RTTTWTT (jnrmf^Tf) 1955,%fftfWT 7%T4fftfftffR' (3) % 

irw ttpit 4ft sftr % ssrfsrgfTT fw fftfftrsr ^nrf 4ft srlrr wit tsutr fftr4% Rftft ft foT rit ?*, 

fftutfor 4ft nt | ftk ^ Rftrr wft fmii r$ fftfaftf ft wi^fr ^TrcrtV i 





'dcHi's/'dOUH'i 4>T 4ft 

THTO vrrafftl RTR4I 4ft 


llfft Vt' 1 £ 


WIT 




'Tllft 4ft Hilff 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 0 ) 

1. 

Ririr 4 ffftf (factor) 

IS : 2105 — 1962RIRF4 

injr fftoRT 0 

10 ftft 

16 RF? 1972 



4TTf ft (fftjFlftRT) 






STII 4ft 




2. 

? Pi Id 4ff f£4> if^RT SWT (ffT 

IS : 2431 — 1963 ^FTFT ^ iftlT 

50 ftRT 

16 4JR 1972 


4^5 5 J r n) 

ft 1J47 Rf^ sft 4ft fftfftfte 






4f^ URT) 




3. 

fww % aT4T4 % ftR 

IS : 3231 — 1965 TOT 

1 0 R'i'J 

4 o 4.00 

1 4T4^T 1972 


(ft.Vl'tl 

% SFTR ft 






^.'s, fj ... . r ry (l rv, (~j r 

?Vl 1 f T TTW^T tT 




4. 

ScFTTR 4ft ftt qfffff 4T% 5vTT ( 4 ft 

IS : 4184 — 1967 ^FTTff 

TR7 4tTf^4T 

5 0 TRT 

16 TpT 1972 


4rft) 

4ft 4ft 4THT SvfT 4 ft 

3vTf 





fftfftnfe w) 





[ftWT ftf TJR it/ 1 3 I 1 0] 
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New Delhi, the 26 th July 1972 

S.O. 2777. — In pursuance of sub regulation! 1) of Regulation 8 ofthc Indian Standards Institution (Certification A! arks) Regulations, 
1955, as amended from rime to time, the Indian Standards Institution, hereby, no t tires that thirtyThrec licences, particulate olvhith 
arc given in the following Schedule, have been granted during the month of January 1972 authorising the licensees to use the 
Standard Marks : 

The Schedule 


SI. Licence No. Period of Validity Name and Address of the Licensee Article/Process covered by the Licence and 

No. (GM/L- ) From To the Relevant IS: Designation 


12 3 4 


5 


6 


■A . 

I CM/L-2862 
3*1-1972 


1-I-1972 


2 CM/L-2863 16*1-1972 

5-1-1972 

3 CM/1^2864 16-1-1972 

5-1-1972 


4 CM/L-2865 

16-1-1072 

7-11-972 



5 CM/L-2866 

Ifl-r-1972 

7-1-1972 



6 

CM/L-2867 

10-1-1972 

16-1-1972 

7 

CM/L-2868 

14-1-1972 

16-1-1972 

8 

CM/L-2860 

I4-I-I973 

to-1-1972 

9 

CM /L-2870 
14-1-1972 

i 6 -i-i >72 

10 

CM/L-287X 

14-1-1972 

16-1-1972 

11 

CM/L-2872 

14-1-1972 

16-1-1972 

12 

CM^L-2875 

14-1-1972 

16-X-1972 

13 

CM/L-2874 

14-1-1972 

16-1-1972 

14 

CM/L-2875 

14-X-1973 

X 16-1-1972 

15 

CM/L-2876 

15-1-1972 

16-1-1972 


31-12-1972 Anglo India lute Mills Co. Ltd., Jute bags for packing cement — 
(Middle Mill), Jagatdal P.O., 24 IS : 258c — 1965. 

Parganas (W. Bengal) having their 
office at 31, Netajj Subhas Road, 

Calcutta-i. 


I 5 -I -1973 

I5-I-I973 

* 5 - 1-1973 

I‘-I-I973 

15-I-I973 

I5-I-I973 


15-1 1973 


15 - 1-1973 

*5-1-1973 

15-I-1973 

I15-I-IS73 

IJ-I-I973 

I5-I-I973 

15-1-1973 


JayaShri Textiles&IndustriesLimitcd, 
Rishra, Distt. HooghJy(West Bengal). 

American Spring&-Pre9sjDg Works Pvt. 
Ltd., Malad, Bombay-64 NB. 

Hindustan Wires Limited B.T. Roul, 
Sukchar, 24 Parganas (W. Bengal) 
having their office at 16/5, Chow- 
ringhec Road, Calcutta-13. 

Gladstone Lyall Employees’ Industrial 
Co-operative Society Ltd., 59, 
Kalicharan Ghosh Road, Calcutta-50 
having their office at 6/1, Munshin- 
gunge Road, Calcutta-23. 

A.R. Dewanjec & Co., D 687, Lake 
Gardens, Clacutta 45 having their 
office at 12B, Netaji Subhas Raod, 
Calcutra-i. 


Unlived fhx CErvts hese fer fire light it g 
63 mm and 70mm — IS : 4927-1968. 

Single, barrel stirrup pump — IS: 1971-196; 


Mild steel wire fer genets] eng'reetij g. 
purposes — IS : 280-1962. 


Bitumen felt for water ptoofjng and demp 
proofiing,type3, grade I— IS ; 1322-1970 . 


Tea-chest metal fittings — IS : 10-1970. 


New Central Jute Mills Co. Ltd., Jute carpet backing fabric — IS ; 4900-IcCp . 
(Albion Mills), Budge Budge, 24 
Parganas (W. Bengal) having their 
office at 11 Clive Row, Calcutta-i. 

New Central Jute Mills Co. Ltd., Jute carpet backing fabric — IS: 4900-1969 
(Lothian Mills), Budge Budge, 24 
Parganas (W. Bengal) having their 
office at ii, Clive Row, Calcutta-i, 

ImpcxTredcrs, 2i35,MasjidKhajoor, Wrought aluminium utensils, grade SIC — 
Dharampura, Delhi. IS : 21-1959. 

Central Insecticides & Fertilisers, Saki Malathlon dusting powders— IS : 2568-1963 
Naka, Vihar LakeRoad, Kurla, 

Bombay-70. 

Mukand Iron & Steel Works Ltd. ,Sur- Cold twisted deformed steel bars for 

vcy No. i44,Marol Villa Andheri- concrets Re-forerticnt— IS : 1786-1966. 
Kurla Road, Bombay having their 
office at Agra Road, Kurla, Bombay 
—70. 

Industrial Minerals & Chemical Co. Chlordane dusting powders — IS 12864-1964 
Pvt.Ltd.,Kurla-Marol Roaa, Chakala, 

Andheri, Bombay-58 having their 
office at 125, Narayan Dhra Street, 

Nagdcvi, Bombay-3. 


Do,] Fenitrothion emulsifiable concentrates— 

IS : 5281-1969. 

Do. Diazinon emulsifiable concentrates — 

IS : 2861-1964. 

National Trading Corporation, 1, Deb- Tea-chest metal fittings — IS: 10-1970. 
endra Mullick Street, Calcutta-12 
having their office at 23,Strand Road, 

Calcutta- 1. 
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16 CM/L-2877 
15-1-1972 


17 CM/L-2878 
15-1-1972 


18 CM/L-2879 
17-I-1972 


19 CM/L-2880 
17-1-1972 


20 CM/L-2881 

18-I-1972 

2t CM/L-2882 

20-1-1972 


22 CM/L-2883 

24-1-1972 


i-">-iQ72 31-1-1973 Associated Battery Makers (Eastern) Miners’ cap lamp Batteries (lead-acid type) 

' Limiled, Kxide Factory, Ncwchard o' 8 ampere rating — IS : 2512-1963. 

Road) Shamnagar, West Bengal 
having their office at Exide House, 

59E, Ch°wringheeRoad, Calcutta-20. 

I-2-I972 3I-I-I973 Oldham. & Sons (India) Limited, Post Miners’ cap lamp batteries (lead-acid type ) 

BoxNo.2635, 21/22, AlandurRoad, o-8 ampere raing — 18:2512-1963. 

Mad.ras-32 (Tamil Nadu) having 
their Registered Office at 5, Melean 
Street, Madras-i. (Tamil Nadu). 

fi6-r-i972 I5-I-I973 Pampasar Distiltery, India Sugars and Country spirit — IS : 5281-1969. 

1 Refineries Ltd, Hospet, Bellary Dis- 

trict, Mysore State. 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 Bangalore Pesticides Ltd., 10th Mile- Chlordonc emulsifiable concentrates — 

stone, Tumkur Road, Bangalore-22, IS : 2682-1966. 
having their office at 7/4, Sankey Road, 

Bangalore-20. 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 Morvi Vegetable Products, Vegetable 18 Litre Bquare tins — IS: 916-1966. 

Road, Morvi (Gujarat;. 

r 1-2-1972 3I-I-I973 Indian Tool Manufacturers Ltd-, lot, (») Chucking reamers with parallol shanks — 

1 Sion Road, Sion, Bombay-22 DD. IS : 5446-1969. 

(w) Chucking reamirs with morse taper 
shanks— IS : 54471969. 

(mV) S ocket reamers with morse taper shank- 

IS : 5907-1970. 

(mi) Taper pin machine reamers— IS : 5918- 
1970. 

Ou) Machine bridge reamore — IS .'5919-1970. 
(vi) Shell reamers IS : 5926-1970. 

(vti) Machine jug reamers — IS: 6091-1971, 

1-2-1972 3I-I-I973 Kahi Parishat, AT Agraharam, Dye-based fountain pen inkrod, green, black, 

' " Guntur -4 (A.P.) violet and royal blue — IS : 1221-1957. 


23 CM/L-2884 
24-1-1972 

[1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

24 CM/L-2885 
24-t-!972 

['1-2-1972 

[31-1-1973 

35 CM/L-2886 
24-1-1972 

[1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

26 CM/L-2887 
25-1-1972 

1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

27 CM/L-2888 

31-1-1972 

1-2-1972 

[31-1-1973 

28 CM/L-2889 
31-1-1972 

■ 1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

29 CM/L-2890 
31-1-1972 

[1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

30 CM/L-2891 
31-1-1972 

[1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 

31 CM/L-2892 

[1-2-1972 

31-1-1973 


Forges Blower 60, Naroda Road, 
Ahmcdabad-2. 


Howrah, (W. Bengal). 


NISCO-WORKS, P.O. Bclurmath, 
Howrah (W. Bengal). 


reinforcement — IS : 1786-1966. 


IS : 1977-1969. 


31-1-1972 


Bombay Chemicals Pvt. Ltd., 19 Vic- Disinfectant fluids, 
toria Road, Low Level Reay Road, 1. Normal type class A, grades 1, 2 & 3. 
Mazagaon, Bombay having their 

office at 129, Mahatma Gandhi Road, 2. Normal type class B, grade 1 only — 
Bombay-i. IS : 1061-1964. 

Hindustan Steel Ltd., Madras Port Cold twislod deformed steel bars for co n - 
Trust, Marshalling YardArea, South crete reinforcement — IS : 1786-1966. 
Beach Road, Madras having their 
office at 122 Mount Ro u J, Gemini 
Circle, Madra -6. 

B. Ch°Udhury&Co.,27,Dr. Sundari Tea-chest metal fittings — IS : 10-1970. 
Mohan Avenue Calcutta-14 having 
their office at 162A, Vivckananda 
Road, Calcutta-6, 

Central Insecticides & Fertilizers, Saki Parathion emulsifiable concentrates — 

Naka, Vihar Lake Road, Bombay-72. IS : 2129— -1962. 

Do.’/ Methyl parathion emulsifiable concentrate 

IS : 2865-1964. 

Tata FisOn Industries Ltd., 43 1/4 Fenitrothion emulsifiable concentrates— 
Panchpakhadi Village, Balrajeshwar IS : 5281-1969. 

Temple Road, Muland., Bombay-80. 
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5 


6 


32 CM/L-2893 

3I-I-I972 


33 CM/L-2894 

31-1-1972 


1-2-1972 31-1-1973 Eastern Industries & Trade Centre, Tea-chest metal fittings— IS : 10-1970. 

13/16, Dayram Naskar Lane, Howrah 
having their office at 402, Chitpur 
Road, Calcutta-7. 

X-2-1972 31-1-1973 Titaghur Jute Fadtory Co., jttd., (Mill DW flour bags — 18:3984-1967. 

No. 2,)P.O. Titaghur,24Parganris 
(W. Bengal) having their office at 3, 

Clive Row, Calcutta-i. 


[No. CMD/i3:n] 

Tf fevft, 26 3JTTT& 1972 

URo HTto r 277 7. — TOR TOR TO TOPtfER WUtfk TRT TORI (iTTO fTf) fafiRT, 19 55 % TOTfafTOTT 8 
TOifafaTO i ( 1 ) % srjRT trnxfk totof rfm ^tTt % srfEpgfffiT frorr rt?tt & fr dtfta towt fro% afft 
3r f%t>: ffir f, HT^Wrfrff trt TOrosrt tottt tt *rftRro * 113 ; TOrrfy 1972 if T^trar frr to; f : 




tot ttwt 

<?ERTT spy SprftT HTWrorty TO TOT T TOT 

%■ Rsffa- TTO/ 

stem (rfl ir/'Tt) 


Tp-FTT T'fj TOTOTOify 



TTOTTT 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) 

(6) 

1 ^tpr/ITFr-2862 

1-1-1972 31-12-1972 ffr?fy-?fRT fTOTO To foo 

dW? tor Tt jja: 

3™ 1—1972 

(TOR fi| <1 ) , T-'itlTi TOT- 

^yy Ttfrii — 


TO, 24 TOTTO (To *W) 

IS : 2580-1965 


^H+l 'r'T'TT'HH 31, «Tel I'jfl 



^tr TR, ^Vj 4141—1, if 
$ 


2 

?fy ^/tyH-2863 

16-1-1972 

15-1-1973 

snrfy 2wi*<ro qw 

TFT % f^TT TOTO 


5-1-1972 



Hd fo >;?r, frqri, fTOn jpHfy 

TOf TOT % TORT % 





(to TORT) 

63 firry ?fk 700 






firfy— 






IS : 4927-1968 . 

3 

rfV tnr/iTvr-2864 

16-1-1972 

15-1-1973 

TfirfTOR fFTO ^ SfTOt 

?Tjffy TOvfl TO# TR?R 


5-1-1972 



ml TTo ftifo, TO5TR, 

TOT TOT — 





TRf-64 TO ^ 

IS : 1971-1965 

4 

irfy 1^/1^-2865 

16-1-1972 

15-1-1973 

IrTgcdi'T toto? Pro, sflo rfy'o 

ttttr ^sfyffRrfy Tiqf 


7-1-1972 



TR, TTRK, 24 TORT 

% frorr *RR spf 





(To TOTTO) TOTO TFrfvRT 

TOT— 





1 6/5, Cyff, TTPfTT- 

IS : 280-1962 





1 3, Jf | 1 


5 

qTO/tfTO-2866 

16-1-1972 

15- 1-1973 

HTOvT ^rrenfar *fr- 

tht# toR totR^ toR 


7-1-1972 



TTTITIHi^ TORTTOfT 

% fpTCT % tto, 





foo, 59, TTvfTTOR TfT 

2RT 3, fR 1 — 





TR, TOWT-50 tott 

IS: 1322-1970 





TR?vR t 6 / 1, tjsrfW'oi ■<!%, 






TOTTdT— 23, if $ 1 
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6 Tfl" 2 86 7 

10-1-1972 


7 iftqTr/iTvr-2868 
14-1-1972 


8 ^rnr/^-2869 

14-1-1972 


9 tnT/E^T-2870 

14-1-1972 

10 tft tni/lT5r-2871 
14-1-1972 


11 ^\V^/v^-2872 

14-1-1972 


12 tft iril/rr^-2 873 
14-1-1972 


13 tft E.ir/l^r-2874 
14-1-1972 


14 tft I^/qH-2875 
14-1-1972 


16-1-1972 


16-1-1972 


16-1-1972 


16-1-1972 


16-1-1972 


15-1-1973 iTo SIRo tTuy TTo, TBT # irfNt % UT§ 

^t— 687, % ftrfferr — 

WT-45 TT4Ef4 : IS : 10-1970 

12 /aft, %3T3ft TtS, 

HH+HI-1, Jr | I 

15—1—1973 ^ 41 o f^To, % *i<rft^ % *ft ® 

(irf^-T Ptht), aPT spr, ?FTEt 411 spT?T — 

24 im (Toinnw) IS : 4900-1969 

414^-W 11 T?ET^ Tt, 

'r- ~i '-t>rl 1 — 1 , if ft I 


15-1-1973 


15-1-1973 


^ ^TT fRTH 4io pT°, 
(wtfapET PlT^r), ^51 ^3f, 
24 tgptt (to affnrr), 
^TTT TRlP-TT 11 *ETT5f* 
Zt, WT5T- 1 , Jf ^ I 

fnf, 2135, Trfc 3 rr 
irrz, sroTyrr, PtftV 


3JT % aEf)% % 'ft# 
■TTPt TT TG3T — 

IS : 4900-1969 


f'TTTt % 

sf fTT, TT ^ 1 { gt — 
IS : 21-1959 


15 - 1-1973 im? rtf- R imfii TtT grpr htt?;- 

STI'^uJ, HFpt rnmr, jS : 2568-1963 

fafR % TW, fw, 

an^rf -70 


16-1-1972 15-1-1973 iJT? EH4C1 mr* EJtT T# 5RRT % fatj sit 

Pf°, IF? ITo 144, TTTtff faiR IR'TTcT 4?t 

tit irKf-fTTT ftr, 3F«r£ *rfw — 

— ^TTT TT4f?ET ITBTTT IS .1786-1966 

■dr, f-cn, arwi$-70, Jr 

I i 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 ftTTTHT ^11^ i^fR&T tjTFT H H 1R - 

5rr° Pro, SNTrMTTETI IS : 2864-1964 
Tt?, *NNt, TCTs— 5 8— 

RETT TWINT 125, TnjT'T 
ET ^t3, HFI^aft, T^f- 3, 

5f| i 

OP654<4 f^BTRI I^T %Pl- #^rf«FitTMNB4pT^5r 
4fs> 5ITo Plt>, J7nT- sDI — 

Tt¥, =4^, IS T 5281-1969 

4Tarf-58 — fw ttcPet 

125, 4KI4«I E£ sfR, 

TPENt, ®F4t-3, if | I 

,, yPTTfTRpT 4 FHFfPl 

sDI — 

IS : 286,1-1984 


16-1-1972 15-1-1973 


16-1-1972 15-1-1973 
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15 2876 

15-1-1972 


1 <5 ^fT tQrrr/tTTT— 2 877 
15-1-1972 


17 #trtl/i^r-28 7 8 

15-1-1972 


18 #tTJT/iFT-2879 
17-1-1972 


19 Tft r^/qr^r— 288 0 

17-1-1972 


20 288 1 
18-1-1972 

21 T-2882 

20-1-1972 


16-1-1972 15-1-1973 fpT*T TTTff^TT, 1, RR Tl ^f&ff % % 

spRT-12 — TT'TpR IS : 10-1970 
23, ?|'¥ tTr, trwt-i 
J r £ i 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 irtff faults WZ?[ EW (it~ IsTTp^T T?T Jr RTv* 

25f) fJr°, ^2.r<9t 

VCS, vriRRT, To (ROT-IFR TOT ) , 0.8 
TTP7T — TW RTTpR 77- ORTl PF 1 — 

ET^T jfRTT, 59-1^1^ IS: 2512-1963 
Til - , 7R+'R|-20, Jr | I 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 STfaW rro? RR (^Rl) gfriJr ^pElf if 

%<>, Tte^TWlTo 2635, sTf^fP RR t^pRl 

21/22, tR,r<tr- (ifVET-irwr^Tr)-o. 8 

32 (RpTR'TTr)- — tmfrJfR — 

Fjte,RrR-i (orfasFrrr) IS:25i2-i963 

Jr | 1 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 7RTOT PrFRRTp SpRT Ettfl fOT — 

5JRT RS fRo, IS: 5287:1969 

[fN^<±, ReRrP)' fRRT, 

%T 7 TR I 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 RRR Fr°, TRpRR qRRfk ?tR 

rr *ftR, RfT its, 2R- 

TETlT-22-^m TRIUr IS: 2686-1966 
7/4 R% TR, RPRk-2 0, 

Jr 1 1 

16-1-1972 15-1-1973 fR3fr?3R ITFR3E 1 8-?ftRT RTlt RJr 

pDftRRR RR oWf TTiTTT f&R- 

(’piTR) IS: 916-1966 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 7fRR ^ fR°, ( l) HORT? TO qTJr 

101, fJwPr 'P)y, finrR, rt Jf rr^ rr — 

R>Rf— 22tfT^ I IS: 5446-1969 

(2) RW REF^T SFF 

RT% RRT if Ripl TlJr 
tfaR — 

IS: 5447-1969 
( 3) Rttf RRJR 
*n% RT%3 TIRR — 
IS: 5907-1970 
(4) RRgR Pr rt% 
RTpR "OrT — 

IS: 5918-1970 
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22 ifY irjj/mrT— 2883 
24-1-1972 


23 tfY irrr/irsr-2884 
24-1-1972 


1-2-1972 


1-2-1972 


(5) irritofinsr frwr- 

IS: 5919-1970 

( 6) ^rn;- 
IS: 5926-1970 

(7) 

IS: 6091-1971 

31-1-1973 T?TT q £Y THEfTE t^Y Jl soft HTTKET 

^t_ 4 (NT°sr°) |ff, 

Ti5fr, vft wrkffqft- 
IS: 1221-1957 


31-1-1973 ^YtTsYet q^srTTTTfTfW, 
wfi’W "■f T° % 'fY®, 
?KErT TTT, TTfET3RTH-2 


^%\Z SHEET % faq :#Y 
RTFfY faf*T ■ TW1 «rY 
TTfETT- 

IS: 1786-1966 


24 ifY qir/q^T— 288 5 | 1-2-1972 31-1-1973 

24-1-1972 

25 ifY qrr/q^T-2886 1-2-1972 31-1-1973 

24-1-1972 


JtSTNTT STEHT qcTFfYHTo TRW ^TYT (BERT 
fao, frFWTO, ?iw: fWT) — jj 
tWT5. ^TW (ToTEm) IS: 226-1969 

„ TRW qWT (WR^T 

fWT)- 

IS: 1977-1969 


26 ¥fYqJT/qT-2 887 
25-1-1972 


27 TTYqT/q*r-2 88 8 
31-1-1972 


28 TfVqE/qTT-2 889 
31-1-1972 


29 ?fY qn/qfT-2890 
31—1—1972 


1-2-1972 


31-1-1973 


TRrt%fw?nsrro f^ro, 19, 
fwYfw tYs, ttY wt 
frq tYs - , btfttTj — 
SW W?TTH 1 2 9, WE1T 

wYtYt, arnrf-i, Jr | 1 


fa r {''Ft ‘ 3H : 

( 1) TTEWT 5EFTT *rFt 
q, 1, 2 5fk 3 

(2) TTraiTW JT^FR TO 

hY , 1 %TTT — 

IS: 1061-1964 


1-2-1972 


1-2-1972 


1-2-1972 


31-1-1973 


31-1-1973 


31-1-1973 


f^|E3ET fal<\ EITET 

Tt? HWfaEI HTTqfw, 
TTTJ*! <1 s , TT3TYT — 
?W HTHYttH 122, BF3J 
TVs, ^rftFft Trf%*r, FW- 

Jr 1 1 


'H'T'Yst shnh % faiq 3 ^Y 
trd^Y f^TJTT HTY 
Triw- 

IS: 1786-1966 


qYo =rtatY q^ nfa, st<> nth ^tY ^forYf % faiq 
wft Etipr qn^, ww- § % fafaEr — 

1 4, qNNrr wfarH 162 -q IS: 10-1960 

faTTTW i\S WW-6, 

# | I 

^wYwth q^ thYw- 4TTfHHFT TUrcEfYjr 

^ET, BEFY TFFT, fq^TT ER) 3H — 

TX^f-72 IS: 2129-1962 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) (4) 

(5) 

(«) 

30 

HV 1TR-/1TW-2891 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 


fTEfTW 'tTlfWIT TIT- 


31-1-1972 


STFfif BTTT, fiifR 





Tfa, ^r^-72 

IS: 2865-1964 

31 

Tft 2892 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 

dTCT fofo, 

Trfl^TpTTtT TPlTEftT ifa 


31-1-1972 


43l/ 1, TRWlft TR, 

5T- 





: 5281-1969 




TO ^-8 0 


32 

#»TR/iT7r-2893 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 

STFJ1 rrar 

TFT Tft ^fstrT % sng % 


31-1-1972 


13/16 ^TRTR TTTT $FT, 

fafsrr- 




SllTS] — vi*m ^TPlfcPT 

402, ^eRiWT- 

7, %% 1 

IS: 10-1970 

33 

fit TTTT/rrTTr— 28 94 

1-2-1972 31-1-1973 

Or T>o ftlo, 

TTrT SffS % 


31-1-1972 


(fa*f ?Te 2 ) TRi^T 





dtTFIi, 24 TTfiTT (To 

3, TvTW fnr, WTrTI-1, 

1 

IS: 3984-1967 





[llo fft tr*r rft/i3:ll] 



New Delhi , the 27th July 1972 


S.O. 1778 . — In pursuance of regulation 4 of ,he Indian Standards Institution (Certification Mailcs) Rcgvlfiiu f. uo. 
the Indian Standards Institution hereby notifies thatamcndmcnt(s)totheIndian Standard(s) given in the schedule hereto annexed' 
have been issued under the powers conferred by the sub-regulation ( 1 ) of Regulation 3 of the said Regulations. 



The 

Schedule 


SI. No. and title of the Indian 
No. Standard amended 

No. and date of No. and date Brief particulars 
Gazette Notification of the Amendment 

in which the esta- Amendment 
blishmenr of the 

Indian Standard 
was notified , 

of the Date from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

CO 

fa) 

(3) (4) (5) 

( 6 ) 


I, IS: 350-1968 Specification for S. O. 1906 dated No. 2 

Organic. Baking, impregna- 17 May, 1969 October 1971 

ting, insulating varnishes for 
electrical purposes (first 
revision). 


2 . IS: 555-1967 Specification for S.O . 172c dated No. 7 

electric table type fans and 18 May, 1968 October 1971 
regulators ( Second Revision). 


Clause A— i-i(g) has been r October 1971 
amended. 


(i) Clause 6.1.1 has been sub- I October 1971 
s*ituted by a new one. 

(ii) (Page 5, foot-note) — 
insert the following foot- 
note at the bottom of page 
after the foot-n°te 
marked *•’ ‘^Degrees of 
protection provided by 
enclosures for rotating 
electrical machinery.’ 

(iii) Clauses 6-8 and jo-i 
have been amended. 
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3. IS: 1116-1957 Specification for S. O. 410 dated 
glass globes for hurricane lan- 5 April, 1958 
tern s . 


4. IS:ii69-i 967 Specification for S. O. 1720 dated 
electric pedestal type fans and 18 May, 1968 
regulators. 


5. IS: 1190-1969 Specification for S- O. 2110 dated 

twin wire healds for use in 29 May, 1971 
Cotton and Silk weaving 
(excluding jacquard, fancy 
and lute weaving) (First 
Re vision). 

6. IS: 1200-1964 Method of S. O. 2673 dated 

measurement of building 28 August, 1965 
works (Revised). 


7. IS: 1222-1969 Specification for S. O. 4848 dated 
ink, duplicating, for twin 6 December, 1969 
cylinder romry machines 
(First Revision). 


No. 1 Clause 3 '3 has been substi- 1 S ptembcri97i 

September 1971 tuted by a new one. 


No. 2 
October 1971 


(i) Clause 6.1.1 has been 1 October 1971 
substituted by a new one. 

(ii) (Page 5, foot-note) — In- 
sert the following foot- 
note at the bottom of the 
page after foot-note marked 

‘Degrees ofprotection pro- 
vided by enclosures for 
rotating electricalmachinery.’ 

(iii) Clause il'i has been 
amended. 


No. 1 A note has been added under 1 September 1971 

September 1971 clause 2.5. 


No. 8 (i) [Page 2 (page 3 of the 1 September 1971 

September 1971 Reprint), Serial No. 13, 

14 and 21] — Delete 
these d umbers. 

(ii) [Pages 59 to63(Pages6i 
to 65 of the Reprint) clause 

13] — Delete all the pro- 
visions given under this 
clause. 

(iii) [Page 63 to 67 (page 65 
to 69 of the Reprint), 
clause 14)7-7 Delete 
all the provisions given 
under this clause. 

(iv) [Pages 89 to 92 (pages 
91 to 94 of the Reprint), 
clause 21] — Delete all 
the provisions given under 
this clause. 

No. j (j) Clause 5 2 (ch has been 1 October 1971 

October 1971 deleted and irems(d) and 

(e) rc-numbcred as (c) and 
fd) respectively. 

(ii) Clauses A- 4 ‘i, A- 4 'r-I, 
re-numbered clauses 5-2 
(c) and 5-2 (d) have been! 
amended. 


8. IS: 1 44® (Part IID-1963-Methods S. O. 3059 dated No. 1 

of test for petroleum and 2 October, 1965 October 1971 
its products, part III (P: 

53 acidity and alkalinity in 
greases). 


This amendment is being r October 1971 
iBBued in order to align 
the method with the Insti- 
tute of Petroleum Standard 
No. 37/66. 


9. IS: 1603-1964 Specification for S. O. 735 dated 
door mats-rod (Revised). 6 March, 1965 


No. 2 
October 1971 


Clause 4 6 has been substi- 1 October 1971 
tuted by a new one. 


to. IS:i827-I96i Specification for S. O. 2338 dated No. 2 Table I and clause B-3'2 1 October 1971 

liquid amine salts of 2, 3 o September, i96r October 1971 have been amended. 

4 — -D. 


11. IS 1945-1961 Specification for S O. 1100 dated No. r 

glass bottles for fluid ink. 14 April, 1962 October 1971 


Clause 4-4 has been substi- 
tuted by a new one. 


1 October 1971 


12, TS:207S-i 962 Method for ten- S. O. 8o8 dated No. 1 

si'le testing of grey cast 30 March, 1963 October 1971 
iron. 


Table II and III have been 1 October 1071 
amended. 


13. IS' 2081-1962 Specification for S. O. 2838 dated No. 1 (i) Clauses 2 '3,2- 3 ' 1 and 3-2.1. 2 1 October 1971 

taper terminal cable conne- 15 September, 1962 October 1971 have been substituted by 

ctors for automobile batteries, new ones. 

(ii) Clause 3 '2 has been 
amended. 
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(I) fa) 


(?) ( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


14 IS 12121 — 1962 Specification for S. O. 1682 dated 
fittings for aluminium and 22 June I9fia 
steel-cored aluminium con- 
ductors for overhead power 
lines 


15 IS:238o — 1968 Specification for S. O. 2555 dated 

precision hexagon bolts, 28 June 1969 
Screws, nuts and lock nuts 
(diameter rang 1 • 6 to 5mm 
(fin st Revision). 

16 IS:2532 — 1965 Specification for S. O. 10P1 dated 

hard-drawn copper wire for 9 April, 19 66 
telegraph and telephone pur- 
poses 

17 IS :25?6 (Part V) — 19^7 Specifl- S. O. 27 66 dated 

cation for vitreous sanitary 10 August 1968 
appliances (vitreous china) 

Part V specific requirements 
of laboratory sinks (first 
revision ) 

18 IS :27i6 — 1964 Specification for S. O. 226 dated 

myrobalan extract 16 January 1965 

19 IS; 2791 — T96A Specification for S. O. 83 dated 

soluble coffee powder 2 January 1965 


No. 2 (i) (Page 9 j clauses 8-1-3 & 1 October 1971 

October 1971 8 -I- 3 1 !) — Delete 

(ii) A new clause 7-1-4 has 
been added. 

(iii) Clause 7-2 has been 
amended 


No. 1 Table 2 has been amended 1 October 1971 

October 1971 


No. 2 (Page 5, clause 7-3, line 1)- 1 October 1971 

October 1971 Substitute 'non- corrosive 
metal sheet’ for ‘thick 
paper*. 


No. 1 
AuguRt 1968 


Fig. 1 and clause 2 - 1 - 1 have 1 August 1971 
been amended. 


No. 1 (Page r6, clause A — 8-3-2, 1 October 1971 

October 1071 Substitute ‘5 ml’ for ‘2ml’. 

No 3 (i) Table 1 has been amended I August 1971 

August 1971 (ii) Clause C — 2-1 has been 
substituted by anew one 


20 IS: 28x2 — 1964 Recommendations 

for manual tungsten S. O. 1152 datad 
Inert-gas arc— welding of 10 April 1965 

aluminium and aluminium 
alloys. 


No. 1 This amendment is being issued 1 September 1971 

September 1971 in order to coyer aluminium 
plates and ex- 
truded sections in the 
standard 


21 IS:2997— 1964 Specification for S. O. 664 dated No. 4 Clause 61 has been amended 1 October 1971 

air circulator t>pe olcctric 5 March 1966 October 1971 
fans and regulators. 

22 IS: 3383 — 1965 Specification for S. O. 4023 dated No. 2 Appendlx'A’hasbcensubsti- 1 October 1971 

wettablc sulphur powder 31 December 1966 October T971 Tutcd by a new one. 


23 IS 13592 — 1968 Specification for S. O. 593 dated 
solvent extracted cottonseed 15 February 1969 
oilcake (meal) as livestock feed 
(first revision) 


No. 1 Clause 0-4 has been substi- 1 September r97i 

September 1971 tutcd by a new one and 
clause 3-1 amended. 


24 IS: 3594 — 1967 Codeofprac- S. O. 4562 dated No. 1 Clause io-2-i has been sub- 1 September 1971 

tice for fire safety ofindus- 23 December 1967 September 1971 stituted by a new ones, 
trial buildings, general 
storage and ^idarehousing in- 
cluding cold storages. 


25 IS :3836 — 1966 Code of prac- S. O. 1533 dated No. 1 Clauses 11 -2-2 and 11 3 have x September 1971 

tico for first safety of in - 29 April, 1967 September 1971 been substituted by new 

dustrial buildings: Jute mills. ones 


26 IS. 3847 — 1966 Specification for S. O. 2177 dated 
mortice night latches x July 1967 


No. 1 New clauses I 3'4 wd I 34 ' 1 

October 1971 have been ad'ded. 


27 IS: 3896 —1966 Comprison of S. O. X719 -dated No. I Tabic 2 has been amended 

Indian and overseas stand- 18 May 1968 September 1971 
ards for iron castings. 


1 October 1971 


I September 1971 


28 IS: 4057— 1967 Specifica 1 ion for S. O. 2654 dated No, 3 Clause 4- 5 has been substi - 1 October 1971 

carpenters’ metal bodied 5 August 1967 October 1971 tuted by a new one and 

bench planes clause 6-3 X amended. 


29 IS 14383— 1967 Specification for S. O. 1719 dated No. 1 

pilot ladders 18 ifMay 1968 October 1971 


Clause 3-2 has been substi- 1 October 
tuted by a new one and the 
foot-note with market 
page 3 deleted. 


1971 . 
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i) 


( 3 ) 


(31 


(41 


( 5 ) 


(6) 


30 18:4438—1967 Specification for S. O. 1730 dated No. 1 The amendment has been 1 October 1971 

perforated steel strips tS May 1968 October 1971 issued with a view to make 

(fillets) for take-up rollers a provision for use of brass 

sheet for the manufacture 
of perforated strips (fillets) 
for take-up rollers. 


31 18:4503 — 1967 Specification for S. O. 4599 dated No. 1 Clauses iR'i'3 and E — it 1 October 1971 

shell and tube type heat 28 December 1968 October 1971 have been amended 
exchangers 


32 IS:4.682 (Part I) — 1968 Code S. O. 3745 dated No. 1 (Page 5, clause 3-1-4, last 1 October 1971 

of practice for linning of 26 October 1968 Octoberi97i sentence} — Delete, 

vessels and equipment for 
chemical processes parti 
rubber lining. 


33 IS :4684~-i968 Specifical ion for S. O. 3961 dated No. 1 Table 1 has been amended 1 October 1971 

edible groundnut flour (ex- 9 November 1968 October 1971 
pellcr pressed ) 


34 IS:5026(Part I)— 1969 Spociii - S. O. 3728 dated No. t (i) Title on first cover page r September 1971 

cation For radio frequency cab- 13 September 1969 September 1971 & pages 1 and 2 has been 

les. Part I general require- substituted by a new one 

rnents and tests (ii) A new clause 5 has been 

added aft er 4'2 ■ 2 and the 
subsequent clauses re- 
numbered accordingly. 

(iii) A new clause 5-4-3 -3 has 
been added afierj5-4 -3-2 
and clause 5-4-3 -3 re- 
numbered as 5-4-3 - 4. 


35 IS '.5277--1969 Specification for S. O. 639 dated 
dichlorvos cmulsifiable con - 21 February 1970 

centrales. 


No. t (i) Clause 3-1 has been am- 

October 1971 ended 

(ii) A new clause 3-2'i has 
been added. 


1 October 1971. 


36 18:5326—1969 Specification for S. O. 1236 dated 
cork life-buoys 4 April, 1970 


No. 1 (i) Clause 4-3 has been sub- 1 October 1971 

October 1971 stituted by a new one 

(ii) (Page 5, foot-notes) — 

Delete the foot-notes 
with ‘Z’ and 'll’ marks. 


37 IS: 5368— 1969 Specification for 
thin slotted and castle nuts 
(dia range 6 to 52 mm) 


No. 1 Table 8 has been amended 1 October 1971 

October 1971 


38 IS:5493 — 1969 Dimensions for 

wrought copper and copper 
alloy tubes 

39 IS: 5604 — 1970 Specification for 

universal gearless hand opera- 
ted pulling and lifting 
machines 

40 IS : 5636 — 1970 Specification for 

cans for 16mm projector spools 

41 IS ^646 — 1970 Specification for 

panlsidinc 


No. 1 Clause o -2 and foot-notes at 1 September 1971 

September 1971 page 3 have been amended 


No. i (Page 6, clause 4'8, line 3) — 1 October 1971 

October 1971 Substitute ‘18kg’ far' ifikg.’ 


No. 1 (Page 5, clause 5-4, lino 2) — 1 October 1971 

October 1971 Substitute ‘(See 2-2 for 
“(See 2-3)’. 

No. 1 Table 1 has been amended 1 October 1971 

October 1971 


Copies of these amendments arc available with the Indian Standards Institution ,‘Manak Bhavan,’9 BahadurShah Zafar. 
Marg, New Delhi-i and also its branch offices at (i) 534 Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel Road, Bombay-7 (ii) 5 Chowringhcc Approach, 
Calcutta 13 (iii) 54-General Pattors Road, Madras-2, (iv) It7/4T8B, Sarvodayu Nagar, Kanpur, (v) 5-9-201/2 Chirag Ali 
Lane, I-Iyderabad-ij (vi) ‘SADHNA, Nurmohamod Shaikh Marg, Kanpur, Ahmcdabad-i and (vii) F-Block, unity Bldg 
Narasimaharja Square, Bangalore-2. 


[No. CMD/13 15] 

M. V. PATANKAR, 
Deputy Director General, 
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27 Tnr£ 1972 

tTSfo sfto 2778. — noffe RETT TFTT (mWT ffe$[) fefenT 1955 % feftm 4 ^ 5TTHTT nTrfpl nTT tfen 

^nrr T ferg f n r fw Tm | fr nn faftm 3 % nrfe-fenT ( 1 ) %■ nrnr nn tFutk % nffa nd njtpft few y rafo r 
nwt % tfertar nfi fkxrmrjt : — 


"Fr wtfttci nrcffe tht Tt fern <hmw if Tmfta *feftOT 0\ tiwr wr^^wfw^r tfeftm n^ grfe 
#o TiTterr ?fk ?Mt tht £nr jffe Tt sArfenr fenor tV fafer 

^ft «ft 

T o fVt Hi’-f fTT 


(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (s) 


1, IS: 350 — 19 68 feji'il % TTTToTto 1906fertT 11° 2 

TRl WT$TT% 17*lfl969 *]4i4 < 1971 

ndt , falT jjt T 7 % ndt TtUT 
4lfHWi (M^l 4,«i IlW'JI ) 

2 . IS: 555 — 1967 faTlft ^ffotfto 17i2ofenT Wo 3 

sffe ^T?1ZT (fim 18*1$ 1968 nRajT 1971 

g-rfferr) 


3. IS : 1 1 1 6 — 19 5 7 % t*tT °5lt ° 410 fertT it® 1 

sfWf Tt fnrfnft 4^ ferfelfe 5n?T1958 IWRT1971 

4 . IS : 1169 — 1967 feTTt % ^oifto 172 ofenT 2 

<f tftr $Wf$rzr tfr 18*1$ 1968 WfZifT 1971 

ferftiffe: 


ms V-l. 1 (gft) Bfrr 1 5TTS4T 1971 
llSTtm f^FTilT Wf ^ I 


( l) <d g a 6 . 1.1 % 1 SPRINT 1971 

OTTITiTn^Rfen 
nor | i 

(2) (<f5 5, TR- 

dTttfW 
ITT-fendt % STR q[C 5 
5 % -rdf fenF-i Ha ?r 
Tty <il fei ii : 

“fDegree of Protection 
provided by enclosures for 
rotating electrical machinery” 

( 3) U®T 6 . 8 sftr 10.1 

qvr ?fterR frrqr u-qr ^ i 

3 . 3 ITH TT niT 1 falTRT 1 9 7 1 
spr fen JRT | I 

( 1 ) 6.1.1 % i *roean; 1971 

?m tt wm fen 

nrr I 1 

(2) ( y ^ 5, TR- 

% nfe 

Tt fftt dfSTT nnt m- 
fenrr % tr fnn 
ferfeR Tty Ttfep* : 

“ttDegree of protection 
provided by enclosures for 
rotating electrical machinery” 

(3) IIR 11. lTHTTt- 

ETT f%n tin | I 
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5. IS: 1190 — 1969 gcfr wfr 

5.1)1 4t 4)5 < unit 

armf % nrfefem) % fair 
37 T % (fl r-'?'l fefeft>d 
(9?FTT ) 

6. IS : 1200 — 1964 URMlft 

TTRf % fe 0, RTF! H-gfe ('pT- 

ftfelT) 


7. IS : 1222 — 19 69 

15) ?!’■«<. 4|tf| Tldct 9 «fh f % 
( 5 ni RfdOT f'l’tT'-H 4 Kit Hll^t 
art fefeffe (q?n yriferijr) 


8. IS: 1448 (RFT 3) — 1963 

M£tfei4H aft 

TOWT TOfd^li, WFT 3 ('ft : 

5 3 iffet 4IT7RTT <HmT ) 

9. IS: 1693—1964 TTT 5RT| 

n% TR^Fff »fe fafaffe 

(jnftfwi) 


irTToTito 2110 fTT^Tt^T TTo 1 
29*Tf 1971 fWRTT 1971 


tTTToTfto 2673 fe>Tfe #o 8 
284HF7T 1965 fTTWr^T 19 71 


lT7r°4ffo 4848 fenfe TTo 1 
6 feTTWr 1969 nf|?T< 1971 


iTTfoSito 3059 fenfe 71° 1 
2 WfZVT 1965 WKWi 1971 

<\ CN 


ITTIosfto 735 f7TTr*H TTo 2 
6 Rfe 1965 1971 

CA 


»JW 2 . 5 % Ht% trsp i ftrawT 1 97 1 

fd'-'nfl arts if qf 1 1 


(1) [f3 2 (fefsi? % 1 feRFSTC 1971 

3), qnfe 13, 14 
qfe 2i]-?T wrrf 
TfrftrtT i 

( 2 ) 59 t 63 

(fefc % >j«s 6 i 

65), qrw 1 3 ]— w 
Jr fetr qqt g^ng- 
rtdi r^i 1 r . 1 

( 3 ) [fS 63 7f 67 
(ftffer ^ ^ 65 7t 
6 9), !ffW 14]-W 
law ff far nft TWig 
|?T itfer>7 I 

(4) ['fS 89 It 92 
(feffc % TO; 9 1 It 
94), UTW 2l]-W 
73W feij 7T*ft ^wtr 
fCT itfelTT | 

( l) <aw 5.2 (iff) tfTt 1 iSIf^T 19 71 
|3T fe4l RRT ^ cFTT *R 
(it) sffe ($) ^t Wl 
*FT (it) (it) mX 

fen <14 1 ^ I 
( 2 ) 1IW l*-4. 1, r(- 
4.1.1, 45<4 

3TW 5.2 (7ft) nfe 
5. 2 (it) mi TTTfttTT 

377 fen WT | I 

WtqTT^tWT'T^qRr 1 3FTT5fT 1971 
5fft fefejiJT 4TR5 Q^tfeTO 
% RTT4T ?T° 37/ 66 % 

«tn?n mfe mf srffe 
it 4(0 fen n T^r ^ 1 

iJW 4.6 % T^TPT TT 1 4f4TJT7 1971 

441 iaw fen mr $ i 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(«) 


10. IS: 1827 — 1961 srfsRT IJFT^F T[F°*fto 2338 fFFTFT F° 2 

2, 4 — fe till fid 30 1961 FTOFT 1971 

4 c\ 

11. IS: 1945 — 1 9 6 1 cTCTC HTTfCt irF°Ft° llOOfFFTFT Fo 1 

fFftlfk 145TFTC 1972 W'( 1971 

12. IS: 2078 — 1962 STTFt TEjoFlto 898pTTFF F° 1 

%t cRTF 'kffSTH F^rfh 30 FT k 19 63 TTFFFT l 97 1 

13. IS: 2081 — 1962 FteTC 2838 fVFW F° 1 

FTiwr tdlTFf % ftpr 15felTFT 1962 5TFTCTC 1971 
FTFJF dlB'l'H FT% %FTC 

FRtercf %t fsifirrffea: 


14. IS: 2121-1962 foKl'lfX 
FTFT Fl^Ff % fFTtr rT^fafF- 
FF wfk ^FERT # %k F!% 
qFgftrfFFF FETOf % fafkr 
tfVfafirrfe 


ITFoFto 1682 fF'TTFi Fo 2 
223JF 1963 FFTCTC 1971 


TTFoTfto 2555fFFtFT Fo 1 
28^F 1969 FFfFT 1971 


15- IS: 2389 — 1968 FfTFRFFT 
FT% FFFWf, fcfr, 

faFlTFT Fk HTFFTCf F% 
kPufe (5FIF 1 . 6 fF^ft % 

5 ftnft FFT ) 

(F^HT jJ-kkOF ) 

16. IS: 2532 — 1965 FTC FFT T[FoSft° 1081 fTFFF Fo 2 

jkflFTk % fFT4 F5F f%% FlR 9F#F 1966 3TF2FT 1971 

^FTCFvrfaftlfe 

17. IS: 2556(FTF 5) — 1967 qFo?fto 27 6 6 fFFtFT Fo 1 

FTFTF FFldfl FTFFt (fKI 10FFTF1968 FF?Fl971 

fFTSft)(%t fFftlffe, FTF 5 

OTrRTT^rr “nl ^trt hw 
( F^FT '1,1 Cl ¥PF ) 

18. IS: 2716 — 1964fTF%FF ^°5Tto 226fWF F° 1 

FTtfaMk: 1 6 FFFTi 1965 FFT5TC 1971 


19. IS: 2791 — 1964 ^FFilffF T[Fo5fto 83 fFFTF> 3 

FT# FETTC Plftlfe 2 FFT^t 1965 FFFT1971 


FKift 1 Fk^T^ — 1 TP TC F i 1971 
3.2 FT FWtFF f%FT 
FFT | I 

tJeTC 4.4%’ TFTF FT FFT 1 FTCFT 1971 
fFFT FFT | I 

FTCfW 2 ?fk 3 FT 1 SETTCFT 1971 
FTflFF f%FT FFT ^ I 

1) Fnrc 2.3, 2.3.1 1 F»|FiTC 1971 

*fk 3. 2. 1. 2 % FTFT 

FTF 1 T 3 JTT 5 - fFITFF[f I 

2) FPT 3.2 FF WfFF 
f%FT FFT ^ I 

l) (TO 9,W 8. 1. 3 1 TTTCFT 1971 
Fk 8 . 1 . 3 . l) — ?F 
%Y F^kr^- | 

2)lF I FPTC 7.1.4 

gfk < hK' 41 ( I 

3) FPJ¥ 7. 2 FF TfwkR 
f%FT FFT | I 

FTCFt 2 FF FFlFF f%Fl 1 FFTFT 1971 
FFT | I 


(5PS5 5, 7 . 3, FfFF 1 FTTFT 19 71 

1) — ‘Thick paper’ ^ 
t«ff ft ‘Non-corrosive 
metal sheet’ ftc i 

FT^fF 1 FkFTTC 2. 1. 1 1 FFFT 1971 
^1 FWtFF fwr FFT % I 


(eJgs 16,gwtr — 83-2, 1 FTCFT 1971 

fW 6) — ”2 Pro 

FTo % TCTPT FT 5 fFo FTo” 

FTC Fftf^TCT | 

l)FTCFt 1 FF FFtSTF 1 FFTF 1971 
f%FT FFT | I 
2)^ Tft— 2 . 1 % ¥FTF 
FT FFT ST>¥ fFFT FFT | I 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) 

20. 

IS: 2812 — 1 9640^]fofooo 

OOoOfo 1 152ftofa %0 1 

01 OOtOO TFW Jr ITF^ftrfo- 1 ftrOTOT 197 


vrfc t^offcrfooo 

losnfrr 1965 

fonoc 1971 

00 <%£ TOT OTfOT OOVTOf 


^T*T Oft <TO^OO ofTO— ^O 



oft vnfoo 0 T% % Of W % 


OROjt fOTTfftf 



ofa f%OT 7TT TIT t 1 

21. 

IS: 2997 — 1964 SOT 

oOoOto 66 4 f^Tt=F 

0<5 4 

CO'JT 6.1 00 00>TT 1 OfTTOT 1971 


oto f%owr % wt oot 

5 Off 1966 

TT4T0T 1971 

f%OT OOT t 1 


sfr %t foftife 




22. 

IS: 3383 — 1 9 6 5 FOlio fOO 

ITTToOto 4023 fc'ii’T' 

Oo 2 

Ofa^i 'it' % ?OTO TT 1 OT^OT 1971 


imr % 0 % or fofofto 

31 toOTSF" 1966 

OOOOT 1971 

oot offafe' foor 





OOT t 1 

23. 

IS: 3592 — lSeSTSJW 7 :^ 

OTToOTo 5 93 fooifi 

Oo 1 

<0«1T 0. 4%OOTO'Knn 1 PlcFOC 1971 


fVlTT OlvI'T’f <1*110 Pl-M^n 

15TT0Tt 1971 

fO0*OT 1971 

OPT* ^frsr OOT | TtT 


%Fft% 0 ?t Jf%t %r fofifrfe 



ottt 3 . i to o-ifroT faor 


(tsot 9H %SF0 ) 



OOT £ 1 

24. 

IS: 3594 — 1967 5 H*!^Ttfe 

tTTosfto 4562foofa 

% 1 

<«rnr 10 . 2.1 % foro lfontoT 1971 


v^rrofr, ototo w, opt 

23f^r«R 1967 

fOTRR 1971 

or oor or°? foor oot 1 1 


ototot Tftr o%fo ^rf^rr % 





OTO % OOTO %t ftf% of?0T 




25. 

IS: 3836 — 1966 TflOoYcpF 

POoOto 1 5 33 f%0TT7 

Oo 1 

*0°* 1 1 . 2 , 2 TTk 11.3 


TOPOl : Ti foot %t MV\ 0 

29000 1967 

fOrFOT 19 71 

% ooro tt 0(7 13 ** 1 ftrfROT 1971 


ooto %T fan ofarr 



f^T or t 1 

2 6. 

IS: 3847 — 196GOTfeo W 

OTo5fTo 2177fOOTOT 

0° 1 

OT <0’ J S' 13 4 OOT 1 1971 


% 7JTW TO Oft fafafR 

1 TOlf 1967 

5PT70T 1971 

13. 4, i %rs o<T Si 

27. 

IS: 3896 — 1966 OT^ ^ 

Wofto 1719 f%0t^T 

Oo 1 

OTTofr 2 00 OOTOO foRr 1 fo?TRT 19 71 


T%t 0*03% OFOOfT 4 wflO" TOT 

18 Of 1968 

fOOTTT 197 1 

OOT | I 


fO%OT OTO%f ffOOT 




2 8. 

IS: 4057—1967 OTO; %OT% 

1700500 2654 flOW 

%o 3 

! 3W 4.5% fOTO TO OOT 1 OTTOT 1971 


01% 0?Tof % TO iff 

5 5000 19 67 

OOTOT 1971 

Tonr foOT OOT S OOT 





df 11 ^ 6.3.1 OO 0%T- 





OO f%OT OOT S 1 

29. 

IS: 4383 — 1967 fOOTO 

qOoOto 1719 

0 o 1 

OTW 3.2% TTOTO TT OOT 1 OO^OT 1971 


otott %r iff frffor %t 

18 Of 1968 

OOZOT 1971 

C' 

oroo fen oor t oot 


fafafa 



T^5 or ‘f %f%0 OTO- 





fcoot 13T f r of I 1 

30. 

IS: 4438 — 1 967 TT-OT 

TOoSfTo 1 720feot0T %° 1 

oo o%roo Jt-ot fFro i oo^or 1971 


tJotT % f%nr fPTTT %t f%f%0 

18 Of 1968 

OOOOT 1971 

%y ?FTTO %r fefiro 8 feof 


offot (fafa) %r foMor 



% OOTTOO 0 <%0T %t 


OT OTOTO OETOft 


TTOOJ ifnfflTT % 
of*o % orft fw 
W £ i 
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IS: 4503 — 1 967 *fK 4599 fmfl IT® 1 

Tf'4 TTT TTT-TTTT Tit V\ 28 fem 1968 TrRTT 1971 

Pifsrfe' 

IS: 4682 (<TT*T l) — 1968 OJToTfTo 3745 f % tTT IT® 1 
”TPTfTT Hf^’TRfi % flTO 2 6*TTTT7 19 68 WHK 1971 

* e\ 

5^Tf ffk TTRcft % 

%r ft-fa iffim 

TTfr i T47 tt#pt 

IS: 4684— -1968 *jWfT % rTq'osfto 3 9 61 fTTTT #o R 

'Tf^ OT? ?T frrft) 9TTWTT 1968 5T*FTJP:i971 

fafwfe 

IS: 5026 (WT l) — 1969 ITT®*!!® 3728 fftTtf7 IT® 1 
*fWt HTffTT %fT frfwfe 1 3 fwER 1969 f*FT*fT 1971 
*rpr 1 htht«t ?iftsrrcr ffir 
Tft«T'JT 


35. IS: 5277 — 19 69 TT^WtTlftlT ITRolfto 639^RiV Re 1 

qmrftT i%T fTfirfe 2 1 1970 1971 


36. IS: 5326 — 1969 fTT%TWT- m®lfto I 236fm?f IT® 1 

sftqT %t frf>JTfe 4TT#T 1970 1971 


37. IS : 5368 — 1969 Tift <TRT 

(miT 

6 It 52 MV) Tt 
fafTiffer 

38. IS : 5493 — 1 9 6 9 fTTTT ^ 
TT^TT TRT fRpTT 9TJ 


STEJTTT 19 71 


f*riTmr 1971 


=1^ 18. 1.3*rtT T-l-1 1 HTTTT i97i 

tt iriftirT Mr nrr % 

(Y 5 5 < g7rs ’ 3.1.4, 1 STTTffT 1971 
tnfTfr tttt) — m 

Th^r | 


BTCfr 1 351 ifofttTT f%TT 1 WT44T 19 71 
»TTT % I 

( i ) »rr to, i *ftr i i 97 i 

2 TT for sfttfo % wpr 
7T ffTT WWT faTT *TTT ft I 

( 2 ) ’TTT 4.2,2% WHTcT 
1 T 47 tti 'tj? s^rifTm 

& sftr ttt % nr*ftr % 

’Fmrf %t tfPF fir forr 

»ETT t I 

(3) <3TJ® 5. 4. 3, 2 % 

WTJ TTT ?jf 

5 . 4 . 3 , 3 sftfT *PT 1 
5. 4. 3. 3 
"PT 3iqtT ^TT TT 
5. 4. 3. 4 *FT fm 

«m ft i 

( 1 ) IT>¥ 3, 1TI l q-f?n: 1971 

Pm wr 1 1 

( 2) m 0P 1 *' 3.2. 1 3 ft.fr 

*ptt ft 1 

( 1 ) ’T75- 4. 3 %I<mqr 1 1971 

T91 8Tif Pm *TTT ft I 
( 2) (933 5,<T1T — W- 

fiwf ) — 

'ITT fd^4 fw ?ZT Tffsift I 

ITTTft 8^Tfi^rfVTT 181^^197! 
wr ft 1 


W0.2WT^I3Ti: lflRTRT1971 

*ft nf tr 

TTTTfrem r+4TWf I 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

39. IS : 5604 — 1970 JTPT ’Tf*T<T 
'H’k T5T^ % jfWr rf^r 

t vt FrfHf»r 

— 

H° 1 

4FF^TT 1971 

(\*S 4. 8, <rfar 1 

3) — '16 ftroino'^ 

fl^src 1971 




TT ' 1 8 f%o UTo ’ 
*PHVfaTT 1 


40. IS : 5636 — 1970 16 fnft 
5fr#f2T % Tgrff % Wf 3FV 
fafirf'T 


no 1 

1971 

(t*t 5, 5 . 4, qfa?r 1 

2 ) — '(^sTT 2 . 3 )’% 
qr '(^%T 2 . 2 )' 
r* 1 

4ITT4T 1971 

41. IS : 5646 — 19 70 c fY— 

— 

Ho 1 

1971 

HTTTfV 1 TT 6faflfVd*T fTHT 1 
TTT ^ 1 

HTT4Y 1971 


hYthh% stttf ( i)‘htsrt’ 

TOftfOTT Hpf, 7 TH'JT HjHTTHTTT-i, ( 2 ) fap fcfrfT, »TT«ftW, HHsftr-9, ( 3) 5 34 , HTTP" ar^HT HT# 

^HTtT,^rf- 7 , ( 4 ) 5, yrPTT Tty, fWir-13, ( 5 ) 5-9-20 l/2,fVmwfr HT, fr^RK-l, (g) 1 17/41 8 — 2ft 
^rffW’HTT, < M’^<-5Wh (7) 54, JHTH 1TTTH- 2, % 3IT HT?fV ^ I 

[H» ift tnr jfT/l 3: 5] 
tnj o ifto qr^JETT, 
3VE8lf4^!T I 
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